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ARMITAGE  v.  COAXES.  1865. 

Dec.  14,  15. 
rriHIS  was  a  special  case,  the  effect  of  which  and  of  Where  a  be- 

"*•      the  will  itself  was  as  follows  : —  ?o  personal 

esMi!  for  life, 
The  testator  William  Barton,  by  his  will  dated  in  with  remainder 

1842,  bequeathed  800/.  and  a  leasehold   to  trustees,  i^rn  children 

upon  trust  for  his  daughter    Charlotte^   the   wife   of  wjth  a  general 

George  Holloway,  for  her  life,  and  afler  her  decease,  the  female 

upon  trust  for  her  children  as  tenants  in  common,  as  <^*\»W|l«n  »l»«Jl 
^  '         take  for  their 

and  when  they  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  to  pay,  '*  separate  and 

assign  and  transfer  the  same  to  them  accordingly.  There  j,^  »  "j^ch 

were  gifts  o?er  if  there  should  be  no  issue  of  Charlotte,  restriction 

against  alien- 
ation is  too 

After  several  other  gifts,  the  will  contained  the  fol-  '^^/*^«  ®"^, , 

^       '  ,      .        void.    Semble. 

lowmg  Under  seve- 
ral bequests 
to  living  persons  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  children  bom  and  unborn,  with 
a  general  proviso  that  the  shares  of  females  shall  be  for  their  separate  inalienable 
use:-— i7e£/,  that  the  restriction  against  anticipation  applied  only  to  the  tenants  for 
life,  in  consequence  of  a  direction  for  payment  to  the  chilaren  and  a  proviso  that  their 
receipts  should  be  good  discharges. 
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1865.  lowing  proyiso,  on  which  the  question  turned:  *'  Pro- 
vided also  and  1  do  hereby  declare,  that  the  several 
devises  and  bequests,  hereinbefore  by  me  made  and  given 

CoATEs.  to  or  in  favor  of  any  female  or  females,  shall  be  for 
their  respeciiv€  separate  amd  imaliemabU  use^  and  free 
from  the  debts,  control  or  engagements  of  any  present 
or  future  husband  or  husbands  with  whom  she  or  they 
shall  have  intermarried  or  may  hereafter  intermarry; 
and  that  the  receipt  or  receipts  in  writing  of  any  or 
every  such  female  or  females  shall,  notwithstanding 
coverture,  be  m  good  mod  sufficient  discharge  or  good 
and  sufficient  discharges  for  all  and  every  sums  or 
sum  of  money  payable  to  her  or  them,  respectively, 
under  or  by  Tirtue  of  this  my  will,  to  the  person  or 
persons  to  whom  such  receipt  or  receipts  shall  or  may 
be  given  for  the  money  therein  expressed  or  acknow- 
ledged to  be  received.'* 

There  were  other  portions  of  the  will,  preceding  the 
proviso,  aBeeting  the  decisioD  in  this  case,  and  which 
were  substantially  as  follows  :  The  testator  gave  a 
leasehold  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  be  sold 
and  the  produce  to  fall  into  the  residae.  The  legacy  to 
Charlotte  in  de&ult  of  issue  was  given  to  another 
daughter  (by  name)  for  life,  with  remainder  over.  He 
gave  a  freehold  to  his  daughter  Jlary  for  life,  with 
remainder  over.  He  gave  6001  to  Gtwye  and  CkarloUe 
Beard  on  attaining  twenty-one,  wiih  gifts  over;  and 
he  made  other  gifts  to  uialcs  whidi  it  ts  uoneces- 
sarr  to  mention,  and  gave  the  residue  to  his  wife  for 
life,  with  recBainder  to  a  daughter  for  life,  and  after- 
wards to  her  children. 

Tlie  tesutor  died  in  1^12. 

CiarbiU  HULmey  died  in  1n>I. 

In 
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In  1861,  CharhUe  Barton  Holhway,  one  of  ihe  1865. 
three  children  of  Charlotte  HoUoway,  married  Mr. 
CoateSf  but  no  Beitlement  was  made  on  her  marriage. 
She^tUined  twenty-one  in  1863,  and  shortly  afterwards 
she  requested  the  trustee  to  transfer  to  her  one-third 
part  of  the  800L  legacy,  and*  to  assign  to  her  one-third 
part  of  the  leasehold  premises. 

The  trustee  was  ready  and  willing  to  comply  with  her 
request  if  he  lawfully  could,  but  he  was  advised  that, 
by  reason  of  the  above  proviso,  he  was  unable  to  do  so 
with  safety. 

The  trustee  submitted,  that  Charlotte  B.  Coatee  was 
a  female  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso,  and  that  a 
valid  fetter  had  been  imposed  by  the  proviso  on  her 
vested  interest. 

Charlotte  B.  Coatee^  on  the  other  hand, contended  that 
the  proviso  was  applicable  only  to  females  named  in 
the  wilt,  and  not  to  females  unborn  at  the  death  of  the 
testator  and  taking  merely  as  members  of  a  class; 
secondly,  that  as  to  the  latter  the  proviso  was  void,  as 
infringing  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 

The  questions  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
were,  first,  whether  the  proviso  in  the  will  was  valid  as 
regarded  the  vested  share  of  Charlotte  B.  Coatee  in  the 
800/.  legacy  and  in  the  leasehold ;  and,  secondly, 
whether  the  proviso,  upon  its  true  construction,  created 
a  restriction  against  anticipation. 

Mr.  C.  Hall  for  Charlotte  B.  Coatee.  The  restriction 
against  alienation  is  altogether  invalid,  being  too  remote. 
The  rule  of  law  is  this,  that  you  cannot  tie  up  property 
so  as  to  make  it  inalienable  beyond  a  life  or  lives  in 

B  2  esee 
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1866,  esse  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards;  but  if,  after  an 
estate  to  A.  for  life  you  give  the  corpus  to  A.^s  daughters, 
and  make  their  interest  inalienable,  even  during  cover- 
ture, it  may  restrict  the  alienation  beyond  two  gene- 
rations. This  the  law  will  not  allow ;  it  withdraws 
the  property  from  the  m'arket  beyond  the  permitted 
period,  and  such  a  limitation  is  void. 

The  point  arose  in  Fry  v.  Capper  (a),  where  a  fund 
was  settled  on  a  husband  and  wife  successively  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  children  as  they  should  appoint. 
An  appointment  was  made  to  their  daughters  for  life, 
but  not  by  way  of  anticipation.  It  was  contended  that 
the  restraint  upon  anticipation  of  the  daughters'  life 
interests  would  infringe  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 
Vice-Chancellor  Wood  says,  ''The  argument  on  this 
point  in  Thornton  v.  Bright  (6)  suggests  the  decision  to 
which  the  Court  would  probably  come — that,  if  neces- 
sary, the  Court  would  reject  the  limitation  and  treat  the 
appointment  as  being  a  settlement  for  the  benefit  of  the 
daughter  without  the  restraint  upon  anticipation.  The 
point  is  ingenious,  and  would  deserve,  perhaps,  more 
consideration  if  it  were  open  to  me.  However,  if 
Thornton  v.  Bright  had  not  decided  the  question,  I 
think  that  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion, 
independently  of  that  authority." 

In  Thornton  v.  Bright  (c)  and  Carver  v.  Bowles  (d) 
the  objection  as  to  a  perpetuity  was  never  raised,  and 
in  Baggett  v.  Meux  (e)  the  point  did  not  arise,  as  the 
gift  was  to  a  person  in  esse.  Here  the  case  arises,  not 
as  to  a  life  estate,  but  as  to  the  carpus,  which  makes  the 
case  stronger.    This  inalienable  gift  to  a  class  not  in 

esse 

(fl)  1  Kay,  163.  {d)  2  J?i/m.  *  Myl  304. 

{b)  2  Myl.  Sf  Cr.  236.  (e)  1    Phil,  627.   and  1    Col. 

(f)  3  Myl.^  Cr,  230.  138. 
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esse  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  and  void,  to        1865. 
support  such  a  gifl  in  favor  of  a   married  woman   is 
beyond   the   power  that   a   court  of  equity   ought  to 
assume,  and  the  fetter  ought' to  be  rejected  altogether. 

Mr.  Wickens  for  Mr.  Coates.  According  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  will  the  clause  against  alienation  is 
applicable  only  to  the  tenants  for  life,  and  not  to 
persons  taking  as  an  unascertained  class  after  the  life 
estates.  The  will  provides,  that  the  receipts  of  females 
for  the  monies  payable  to  theoi  shall  be  good  discharges 
to  the  trustees,  and  that  the  trustees  shall  ''  pay,  assign 
and  transfer  the  same  to  him  or  her  accordingly."  It 
is  inconsistent  with  an  inalienable  gift  that  payment 
should  be  made  at  once  of  the  fund,  and  that  a  transfer 
or  assignment  should  be  executed  to  them  of  their 
shares  of  the  leaseholds. 

Mr.  Robson  for  the  other  Defendants.  The  proviso 
only  applies  to  the  persons  specifically  designated  by 
name  and  not  to  a  class.  He  cited  Dickenson  ?• 
Mort{a). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  proviso  against  alienation       Dtc,  15. 
does  not  apply  to  the  several  classes  of  persons  there- 
after to  be  born. 

The  direction  to  pay  the  money  to  them,  him  or  her 
shews  that  the  proviso  as  to  separate  use  and  against 
anticipation  is  inapplicable  to  persons  who  have  already 
received  the  money  and  who  are  enabled  to  give  good 
and  sufficient  receipts  and  discharges  to  the  trustees 

for 
(a)  8  Hare,  178. 


V. 
COATES. 
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1865.        for  it.     It  would  be  inconsistent  to  hold  otherwise.   But 
^•^^"^^      this  proviso  has  an  intelligible  meaning  when  applied  to 
persons  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

I  do  not  express  any  opinion  on  the  point,  principally 
argued,  ais  to  remoteness ;  but  my  strong  impression  is, 
that  it  would  be  too  remote,  and  that  this  Court  could 
never,  after  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years, 
permit  any  estate  to  be  inalienable.  The  point,  however, 
was  new  to  me,  and  I  find  no  decision  on  the  subject ; 
but  the  more  I  consider  it  the  more  I  feel  convinced 
that  it  would  be  held  too  remote.  It  would  be  tying  up 
property  more  than  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty- 
one  years,  the  proviso  against  anticipation  being  clearly 
a  fetter  against  fdienation. 

Mrs.  Coates,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  have  the  money 
paid  over,  and  I  will  answer  the  special  case,  that  this 
proviso  in  question  does  not  apply  to  her  share  in  the 
800Z.  or  in  the  leaseholds. 

The  costs  are  payable  out  of  the  estate,  for  when  the 
testator  creates  the  difficulty,  it  is  one  of  the  charges  on 
his  estate. 
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LORD  V.  JEFFKINS.  Dec.  ii,  12, 

14. 
T\R.  COCHRANE  died  in  1831,  and  his  property  In  a  suit  to  set 
^     became  the  subject  of  a  protracted  litigation  (a),    ^j^^e  "n-*"^ 

tract  of  a  re- 
in 1841,  Mrs.  Barton^  a  widow,  was  entitled  to  half  /fr/*/,  that^the 

of  a  very  considerable  sum  in  Court,  subject  to  the  con-  ^i?^f  ^^  P"^« 

^  bid  for  It  upon 

tingency  of  a  Mrs.  Moorhouse  having  a  child.     Mrs.  a  previous 

Moorhouse  was  then  of  the  age  of  about  thirty-three  ?"r*^^  *?  '^'^ 

°  •'  It  by  auction 

years,  she  had  married  in  1826  and  had  no  issue.  was  a  fair  test 

of  its  market 

value. 

In   ArngMsf,   1841,  Mi*s.  Barton  caused  a  sum  of     As  to  the 

50,000/.  Consols,  part  of  her  share  of  the  fund  in  Court,  ascertaining 

to  be  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  in  lots,  two  of  which  ^**®  ^")"®  ^^  * 
■  "^  ^  ^      ^        reversion 

lots  were  of  6,000/.  Consols  each.    The  highest  bidding  which  is  con- 
for  each  of  these  lots  was  300/.  each,  and  they  were  ^S[u  ^^"^ 

bought  in.  lady  without 

issue.     Whe- 
ther such 
Afterwards,  in  JIfarcA,  1842,  Mr.  Jeffkins  (a  stranger  "  "^•"e  rijks" 

to  Mrs.  Barton)  agreed  to  become  the  purchaser  of  a  insured 
contingent  reversionary  sum  of  5,000/.  Consols  (part  of  «g"»"^^  quare. 
the  money  in  Court)  and  some  interest  for  750/.    Accord-  taining  the 
ingly,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  4th  of  March,  1842,  J^  «lJ^on, 
Mrs.  Barton^  in  consideration  of  750/.  paid  to  her  by  the  fact  of  its 
Mr.  Jeffkins,  assigned  to  him  5,000/.  Consols  (part  of  ject  of  a 
the  167,808/.  in  Court),  together  with  the  dividends  chancery  suit, 
...  11  L  o  L  .       .  ^  ^^^"  though  It 

which   would   accrue  thereon   after   the  expiration  of  does  not  aflect 

twelve  years  from  the  sale  or  the  death  of  Mrs.  Moor-  JlJujIJ'l^^a^en 
house,  whichever  event  should  first  happen.  into  conside- 

I      ration. 

^^       Long  delay 

(«)  Set  34  Bfw.  220 ;  4  Drew,  366 ;  10  H.  of  L.  Cas.  272.         }"  ^ra^gidi"  * 

the  sale  of  a 
reversion  is  not  to  be  disregarded. 
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1865.  In  Junej  1842,  Mrs.  Barton   married  the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Lordf  and  she  died  in  December^  1844.    The  Plain- 
tiff Mr.  Lord  was  her  legal  personal  representative. 


Lord 

V. 

Jeffkims. 


On  the  21st  of  June^  1864,  Mr.  Lord  instituted  the 
present  suit  against  Jeffkins,  and  against  Waterson  and 
*  Hill  (who  had  purchased  the  5,000Z.  from  Jeff  kins),  to 
set  aside  the  sale  of  March^  1 842,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  a  sale  of  a  reversion  for  an  inadequate  con- 
sideration. 

Mrs.  Mocrhouse  died  the  23rd  Septemher,  1864,  with- 
out issue. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  as  to  the  value  of  the 
reversion,  the  effect  of  which  is  sufficiently  stated  post^ 
p.  10. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for 
the  Plaintiff,  cited  Boothby  v.  Booihby  (a);  Baker  v. 
Bent  (6) ;  Salter  v.  Bradshaw  (c) ;  St.  Albyn  v.  Hard- 
ing (d) ;  Davies  v.  Cooper  (e)  \  Perfect  v.  Lane  (/). 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Z.  Mackeson,  for  the  Defendant 
Jeffkins,  referred  to  Waters  v.  TTiorn  {g) ;  Tynte  v. 
Hodge  {h). 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  William  Morris  for  Waterson. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Mr.  F.  W.  E.  S.  Everitt  and  Mr. 
Wakeford  for  Hill. 


The 

(/f)  1   Mac.  4-   G.   604,  and         (e)  5  Myl.  ^  Cr,  270. 
15  Beav.  212.  (/)  30  Beoo.  197,  and  3  De 

(6)  1  Rust.  *  JWy/.  224.  G.,  F.  4"  J.  369. 

(f)  26  Bfflv.  161.  (g)  22  Beav.  5*7. 

(i/;  27  Beav.  11.  (A)  2  Hem.  /^  Miller,  287. 
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The  Master  of  ike  Rolls. 

I  do  not  require  a  reply  in  this  case.  For,  after  reading 
over  the  evidence  very  carefully,  I  think  the  case  of  the 
Plaintiff  fails. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  important  to  consider  the 
nature  of  the  suit.  It  was  instituted  on  the  2l8tof«/tintf, 
1864,  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  a  reversion  which  took 
place  on  the  4th  March ^  1842,  that  is  to  say,  more 
than  twenty-two  years  before.  The  first  question  to 
consider  is,  whether  a  fair  marketable  price,  the  utmost 
that  could  be  obtained,  was  given  for  it — whether,  in 
point  of  fact,  the  full  value  of  the  reversion  was  paid  for 
it  ?  The  burthen  of  proof  to  establish  that  lies  on  the 
Defendant,  and  it  is  his  business  to  prove  that  he  has 
given  the  full  market  value  for  it;  and,  upon  the  evidence, 
I  think  that  he  has  shewn  that  he  has  done  so. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  very  important  to  consider 
what  the  subject  matter  of  the  sale  was ;  it  was  the  sale 
of  5,000/.  Consols,  to  be  paid  on  the  death  of  Susan 
Moorhousef  who  was  born  in  December,  1807,  and  also 
the  dividends  which  should  accrue  due  after  the  year 
1854  (twelve  years  after  the  date  of  the  sale),  subject 
always  to  the  whole  being  put  an  end  to  by  the  fact  of 
Susan  Moorhouse  having  a  child  ;  for  if  Susan  Moorhouse 
had  a  child,  then,  at  once,  the  accumulations  were 
stopped  and  the  capital  went  over. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that,  among  several  cases  which 
were  cited  to  me,  there  is  only  one  (that  is  Davis  v. 
Cooper  (a) ),  in  which  a  difficulty  or  contingency  similar 

to 

(a)  5  Myl.  ^  Cr.  270. 


10  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


LoR» 


1865.  ^  ^^^  present  arose  on  the  question  of  a  sale  of  a  re- 
versionary interest.  Lord  CottenAam,  however,  got  rid 
of  it  thus :  he  says,  all  the  parties  agreed  to  consider  the 
Jeffkimi.  contingency  as  nothing,  and  consequently  it  was  simply 
the  sale  of  a  reversion.  He  then  considered  that  the 
fair  value  had  not  been  given  for  the  reversion.  That 
cannot,  however,  be  said  here;  for  unquestionably,  in 
this  case,  the  risk  of  the  birth  of  a  child  was  fully  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  themselves.  In  looking  at 
the  evidence  of  the  actuaries  and  auctioneers^and  taking 
that  alone,  I  have  found  it  exceedingly  difficult  to  come 
to  any  satisfactory  conclusion  on  the  subject.  It  is  to 
be  observed  (and  it  is  the  constant  observation  both  of 
counsel  and  of  the  Court)  that  the  evidence  given  for  the 
Plaintiff  and  for  the  Defendant  in  these  cases  is  always, 
to  some  extent,  biassed;  for,  although  the  witnesses 
are  perfectly  respectable  gentlemen^  and  speak  exactly 
what  they  believe  to  be  true,  yet  nevertheless  it  so  hap- 
pens that  the  persons  who  give  evidence  in  favor  of  one 
side  always  differ  much,  in  their  estimates  of  the  value, 
from  those  who  give  their  evidence  in  favor  of  the  other 
side.  That  probably,  in  a  great  many  cases,  arises  from 
this :  that  the  opinions  of  many  persons  may  be  taken, 
and  only  those  used  which  are  favorable.  In  this  case, 
the  difference  between  the  actuaries  is  not  very  great; 
but  the  difficulty  I  have  felt  throughout  respecting  the 
matter  has  been  this : — that  it  has  been  impossible  to 
estimate  what  the  real  value  of  the  risk  was.  With  the 
exception  of  Mr.  Morgan,  there  is  very  little  difference 
between  the  persons  who  estimate  what  the  value  of 
the  reversion  was.  Mr.  Day  makes  it  1,750/.,  Mr. 
Sprague  1,609/.,  Mr.  Hendrick  1,680/.,  Mr.  Patlison 
1,589/.,  and  Mr.  Williams  1,703/.  In  fact,  there  is  very 
little  difference  between  them  on  this  part  of  the  subject ; 
but  there  is  very  considerable  difference  in  the  mode  in 
which  they  estimate  what  the  risk  was  of  the  birth  of  a 

child 
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child  to  Mn.  Maarhoum.  I  muBt  say  that  it  appears  1865. 
to  me  extremely  difficult,  and  I  should  have  thought 
i  priori  almost  impossible,  to  ascertain  what  the  possi- 
bility or  probability  was  of  a  lady  of  the  age  of  thirty- 
four  years  and  seventy-seven  days  having  a  child,  she 
having  been  married  to  a  husband  of  about  the  same 
age  for  fifteen  years,  and  either  having  had  no  child 
during  that  time,  or  having  had  a  child  who  was  either 
stillborn  or  died  immediately  after  birth.  However, 
the  evidence  is,  that  although  such  a  contingency  or 
a  risk  could  not  be  insured  against  in  1842,  yet  that, 
in  modera  times,  some  o€Bc68  have  insured  against  risks 
of  that  dtscription,  Mr.  Day  (the  actuary  of  the  London 
and  Pronndal  Bodety)  says,  that  in  his  office  they 
would  tnsore  against  a  risk  of  that  description,  bat  that 
the  premium,  in  a  single  money  payment,  which  t<>ey 
would  require  would  be  1,300^  If  so,  it  reduces  the 
value  of  the  reversion  to  far  below  the  725^  that  was 
given,  because  in  his  case  it  would  reduce  it  to  about 
300/.  and  odd.  Then  Mr.  Spragtte  seems  to  valiie  this 
risk  at  4022.,  and  Mr.  Hendrich  values  it  at  630Z.  Mr. 
WiOiamB  seems  to  value  the  chance  of  the  birth  of  a 
child  at  1,062/.,  and  Mr.  Jellicoe  (a)  at  something  like 
k,  but  the  exact  amount  he  does  not  state. 

I  can  weU  ufiderstand  that,  if  you  can  go  to  aa 
msurance  office  to  insure,  by  payment  of  a  fixed  pre- 
mium, for  the  receipt  of  a  sum  of  money  on  the  hap- 
pening of  either  of  two  contingent  events,  one  being  the 
death  of  a  person  then  alive  during  the  life  of  another, 
and  the  other  event  being  that  person  having  a  child 
bom,  yon  might  estimate  the  sum  which  ought  fairly  io 

be 

(a)  He  considered  the  valua-  to  a  certain  extent  speculative  and 
tio«8  of  tkeae  "  Mstfe  risin**  to  "  be      appvozimale." 
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be  given  for  the  property  sold  subject  to  that  risk. 
But  in  1842  the  means  of  so  doing  did  not  exist,  and 
it  does  not  clearly  appear  to  me  that  it  exists  at  this 
present  time. 

When,  therefore,  I  meet  with  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, I  look  about  to  see  if  I  cannot  find  some  evidence 
to  guide  me  in  coming  to  a  more  fair  or  accurate  con- 
clusion than  that  which  is  merely  to  be  drawn  from 
the  evidence  of  the  actuaries,  or  that  of  the  auctioneers, 
whose  evidence .  appears  to  me  to  be  less  satisfactory 
than  the  actuaries,  for  their  opinions  are  given  on  less 
accurate  data.  Taking  this  course,  I  find  this  important 
event,  which  occurred  on  the  27th  of  August,  1841 : 
part  of  the  property,  consisting  of  the  reversion  in 
60,000/.,  was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  in  eight 
lots,  six  of  5,000/.  and  two  of  10,000/.  It  is  suggested 
that  I  cannot  proceed  upon  what  occurred  on  this 
occasion,  because  that  which  was  put  up  by  auction 
was  not  exactly  the  same  as  was  included  in  the 
sale  of  1842;  but  I  am  of  opinion  it  forms  a  very 
useful  guide,  and  gives  great  information  to  the  Court 
upon  the  subject  of  the  value.  The  only  diflference 
between  the  two  was  this  :  that  the  intermediate 
dividends,  after  the  lapse  of  twelve  years,  were  not  put 
up  for  sale  by  auction,  but  the  reversion  simply  was 
put  up  'Ho  be  transferred  upon  the  death  of  a  lady  now 
in  her  thirty-seventh  year,  if  she  should  not  bear  a  child, 
or  if  she  should  bear  a  child  or  children,  but  it  should  be 
decided  that  the  vendor  is  entitled  notwithstanding:  the 
purchaser  not  to  have  any  claim  whatever  upon  the  funds 
or  dividends  in  the  interim'*  Now  that  was  not  the  real 
state  of  the  case,  but  it  was  put  much  more  favorably 
for  the  vendor  than  the  real  fact  was,  because,  at  the 
time  when  this  was  put  up  for  sale,  she  was  in  her 
thirty-fourth   year.      Having  been  born  in  December, 

1807, 
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1807,  she  was^  in  August,  1841,  in  her  thirty-fourth 
year,  but  she  is  stated  to  be  in  her  thirty-seventh  year. 
It  is  clear,  that  the  probability  of  a  lady  having  a  child 
rapidly  decreases  every  year  that  she  gets  older,  and 
that  a  lady  of  thirty-four  is  much  more  likely  to  bear  a 
child  than  a  lady  of  thirty-seven,  assuming  that  they 
had  both  been  married  for  fifteen  years  without  ever 
having  had  a  child. 

In  that  state  of  circumstances,  the  result  was,  that 
the  highest  bidding  for  either  of  the  two  lots  which 
were  put  up  was  about  300/.  One  of  these  was  bought 
in  for  490/.,  and  the  other  for  480/.  The  exact  sum 
that  was  bid  is  not  given,  but  there  was  no  bond  fide 
bidding  exceeding  300/.  I  hold  that  to  be  a  fair  test 
of  the  market  value  of  a  property  of  this  descrip* 
tion.  This  also  is  certain,  that  if  they  had  been  knocked 
down  to  the  bond  fide  bidder  for  300/.,  the  sale  could 
not  afterwards  have  been  set  aside  for  inadequacy  of 
consideration.  The  vendors  thought  that  300/.  was 
below  the  value,  and  I  think  it  probable  that  it  was 
so.  But  this  is  always  to  be  borne  in  mind  in  trans- 
actions of  this  kind,  that  a  contingency  of  this  de- 
scription diminishes  the  number  of  purchasers,  for  very 
few  persons  are  willing  to  undertake  that  species  of 
risk.  But  does  it  therefore  follow,  that  this  Court 
must  lay  down  such  a  rule  as  this :  that  a  person 
possessed  of  a  property  of  this  description  shall  not  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  it  to  any  person  whatever  ?  for  that  is 
really  what  it  amounts  to.  If  the  market  value  of  a 
contingent  reversion,  or  that  which  it  would  fetch  at  an 
auction,  does  not  exceed  300/.,  and  another  person  says, 
I  am  willing  to  give  and  gives  726/.  for  it,  is  this 
Court  to  set  the  sale  aside,  after  the  lapse  of  twenty- 
two  years,  on  a  fanciful  notion  and  on  the  evidence  of 
certain  actuaries  and  the  like  that  it  was  worth  more 

than 
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thaD  that  sum  at  that  time?  I  am  or  opinion  that  it 
would  be  impossible  so  to  do,  and  that  if  this  Court  so 
held,  the  result  would  be^  that  it  would  be^  to  inflict  on 
the  possessor  of  a  property  of  this  description  the 
impossibility  of  obtaining  any  money  whatever  for  it. 

That  this  property  could  not  well  be  sold  by  auction 
is  established  in  this  case,  and  they  afterwards  hunt 
about  for  a  buyer  amongst  various  sorts  of  persons,  and 
find  a  stranger,  who  is  willing  to  give  725L  for  it 
That  is  accepted,  both  parties  knowing  the  state  of 
the  case,  there  being  no  suspicion  of  any  undue  in^ 
fluence  and  no  peculiar  relation  existing  between  the 
parties  to  induce  the  vendor  to  sell  the  property  to  the 
purchaser,  but  the  sale  really  being  simply  because  the 
'Yendor  wanted  the  money,  as,  in  fact,  is  always  the  case 
in  sales  of  all  reversions. 

I  think  the  Court  must  look  fairly  at  what,  upon 
the  evidence,  was  the  real  value  of  it;  I  think  that, 
upon  the  evidence  of  the  actuaries,  that  this  property 
was  hot  worth  the  726/.,  and  the  result  of  the  attempted 
«ale  strongly  confirms  it.  There  being  such  a  large 
amount  of  stock  to  be  sold,  it  is  probable  that  all 
persons  who  were  willing  to  buy  property  of  that  de- 
scription would  be  assembled  on  that  occasion,  and  yet 
300/.  is  the  greatest  amount  offered  for  the  6,000/.  lot 

I  think  also  that  this  contingency  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  when  you  are  estimating  the  value :— >- 
The  fund  was  the  subject  of  a  chancery  suit,  and 
though  it  is  true  that  the  questions  to  be  determined 
in  it  could  not  affect  the  real  right  of  the  vendor  to  sell 
this  property,  or  of  the  purchaser  afterwards  to  obtain 
it,  yet  this  was  highly  probable :— that  a  very  consider- 
able  lapse  of  time  might  occur  before  the   property 

could 
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could  be  obtainlbd  out  of  the  Court  of  Chanceiy.  Nay  1865. 
e?eQ  at  this  moment  the  property  has  not  been  di?ided ; 
a  large  portion  of  the  interim  dividends  has  been,  but 
that  ivas  not  untiL  the  year  1862.  The  final  order 
for  taking  that  out  of  Court  was  made  in  1862,  twenty 
years  after  this  aale/and  in  the  meantime  the  vendor 
has  retained  the  725/.,  which  she  might  have  accumu- 
lated at  compound  interest  if  she  thought  fit,  and  she 
has  not  brought  this  matter  forward  until  after  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  when  the  reversion  had  actually 
fallen  in* 

Mr.  Sehoyn^  in  argning  ibis  case,  said  the  Court  wilt  ' 
not  consider  the  lapse  of  time,  and  cited  the  case  of 
8t.  Albyn  v.  Harding  (a),  where  I  allowed  the  trans^ 
action  to  be  set  aside  after  sixteen  years.  But  the 
circumstances  were  very  peculiar  in  that  case,  for  my 
disposition  has  not  been  to  disregard  the  consequence 
that  may  follow  from  delay  in  instituting  a  suit.  In 
the  case,  of  St.  Albyn  v.  Harding  the  person  who  sold 
the  reversion  was  exceedingly  poor,  the  inadequacy  of 
vAloe  was  clearly  proved  ;  he  had  been  reduced  to  such 
circumstances,  that  although  a  gentleman  and  educated 
at  one  of  the  Universities,  he  had  been  compelled  to 
drive  an  omnibus,  and  the  question  between  the  parties 
was  so  open,  that  about  a  year  before  the  bill  was  filed 
it  was  proposed  that,  in  consideration  of  a  certain  sum 
of  money,  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff  should  be  aban- 
doned and  that  he  should  confirm  the  sale.  That  went 
off  and  the  bill  was  filed.  That  is  very  different  from 
a  case  of  this  description,  where  the  Plaintiff,  Mr. 
Lordf  knew  everything  that  had  taken  place,  was  an 
active  party  in  the  whole  proceeding,  married  the  lady 
who  sold   the  property  three  months  afterwards,  had 

been 
(o)  27  Bern.  11. 
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been  engaged  in  tbe  chancery  proceedings  during  the 
whole  subsequent  time,  and  does  not  file  tbe  bill  till 
the  month  of  June^  1864,  that  is  twenty-two  years  and 
Jeppkiks.     three  months  after  the  transaction  bad  taken  place. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  Court  must  lay  down  as  a 
rule,  that  a  reversion  can  never  be  sold  and  that  no  time 
will  operate  as  a  bar,  if  this  transaction  will  not  hold 
goody  and  although  there  is  no  magic  in  words,  yet  it 
would  be  holding  that  there  is  a  species  of  magic  about 
a  reversion,  which  makes  the  sale  of  it  impossible 
except  by  auction,  and  that  even  if  sold  afterwards  for 
even  double  the  price  that  had  been  bid  for  it  at  the 
auction,  yet,  unless  it  is  sold  in  the  auction-room,  this 
Court  will  not  allow  the  sale  to  stand. 

I  have  not  come  to  that  conclusion.  In  'Perfect  v. 
Lane  (a),  and  some  other  cases,  the  Court  has  thought 
fit  to  confirm  the  sale  though  not  sold  by  auction,  and 
I  think  that  this  case  is  one  of  that  description. 

The  case  of  the  Plaintiff  fails,  and  this  bill  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

(a)  30  Bttn.  197,  andZ  De  G.,  F,  ^  J.  369. 
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FREEMAN  v.  BOWEN. 

Dec.  7. 

UNDER  Mr.  Bowen's  marriage  settlement,  the  in-  Tb«  income  of 
come  of  his  wife  s  settled  fortune  was  payable  to  payable  to  a 

Mr.    Bawen   "until   he  should   become   bankrupt  or  *"^®'.?"J^'^® 

■  or  until  he 

insolvent  or  should  die,  which  should  first  happen/'  should  become 

insolvent.    He 
executed  a 
By  an  indenture  dated  in  October ^  1864,  and  made  deed  of  in- 
between  Mr.  Bowen  and  two  inspectors  and  his  credi-  reciting  that 

tors,  it  was  recited  that  Mr.  Bawen  had,  for  some  time  '*®  was  unable 

to  pay  his 
past,  carried  on  the  business  of  a  shipowner,  and  being  debuinfull: — 

indebted  to  divers  persons  in  divers  sums  of  money,  j^ferest  in  tlie 
which  he  was  unable  to  pay  in  full,  had  proposed  to  his  fund  had 
creditors  to  provide  for  the  gradual  liquidation  of  his  mi^nedf  ^  ^ 
debts  by  the  collection  and  realization  of  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  under  the  inspection  of  the  parties 
thereto  of  the  second  part.  His  creditors  thereto 
granted  him  hberty  and  licence  to  conduct,  manage 
and  wind  up  his  business,  and  to  collect,  get  in,  realize 
and  dispose  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  and 
effects,  under  the  inspection  and  subject  to  the  direction 
of  two  inspectors,  until  he  should  have  wilfully  broken 
or  failed  to  comply  with  any  of  the  stipulations  or  pro- 
visions therein  contained  and  on  his  part  to  be  performed. 
And  he  entered  into  certain  covenants  with  the  in- 
spectors and  also  with  the  creditors  to  do  certain 
matters  and  things  relating  to  the  winding-up  of  his 
business  and  the  realization  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  and  effects;  and  that,  if  the  inspectors  should 
think  it  desirable  and  require  him  so  to  do,  he  would 
convey  and  assign  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  them, 
upon  trust  to  realize  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payment 
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of  his  debts.  And  it  was  declared  that  the  deed  should 
operate  as  a  deed  of  iDspectorship  for  the  benefit  of  all 
bis  creditors  within  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1861. 

Mr.  Robinson  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Habhouse  and  Mr.  Streeten,  for  the  children, 
argued  that  '' becoming  insolvent"  meant  until  he  was 
incapable  of  paying  his  debts ;  Re  Muffgeridges  Settle^ 
meni  (a). 

Mp.  BaggalUxif  for  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Selwyn  for  the  inspectors.  There  has  been  no 
forfeiture;  the  recital  is  not  that  he  is  insolvent,  but 
that  he  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts  in  full  until  his  assets 
have  been  realized,  but  payment  of  them  ia  provided  for 
by  the  deed. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  this  is  an  insolvency,  for  it  is  impossible 
ta  distinguish  between  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  in- 
solvency. This  gentleman  calls  his  creditors  together 
and  executes  a  creditors'  deed,  which  contains  a  recital 
that  be  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts  in  full,  and  he  agrees 
to  carry  on  business  under  inspection.  I  must  follow 
the  case  of  Re  Muggeridge  (a),  and  make  a  declaration 
accordingly. 

(a)  29  X.  J.  (CA.)  288. 
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THE  VISCOUNTESS  D'ADHEMAR  r. 

BERTRAND. 

Dec  15. 

^HE  testator,  Joshua  Evans^  of  Hampsieadf  by  bi^  A  testator  ao- 

•*-      will,  dated  \n  1861,  devised  and  becjiieathed  his  ftte  tenallt  for 

real  and  personal  estate  unto  Charlotte  Berirand  and  ^i^e)  and  C.  D. 

James  Campbell  vtpon  trust  to  realize  and  pay  theineoroe  will  contoined 

to  Cliarlotl$  JBertrand  for  her  life,  and  afterwards  upon  "°  P?^®'  *° 

.  "^        appoint  new 

Curiam  trusts,  which,  it  la.  unnecessary  to  states    The  trustees.  C.  D. 
wUl  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new  tnwtees.  claimed^"" 

A.  B.  (under 
The  testator  died  in  January^  1864,  and  JamesGamj)^  the  23^"4 
hell  having  renounced  and  disclaimed;  the_  vi\\t  was  '^*^'-  ®-  ^^*> 
proved  by  Charlotte  uBerlrowrf  nlon^e  pointedT 

single  tnistee 
in  his  place  :— 

By  an   indenture,  dated   the    16th  of  July ^   1864,  Held,x\itiiihe 

Charlotte  Berirand,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  contained  g^ue^^l^^e^^ 

in  the  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  145,  s,  27,  appointed  M?jor  entitled  to 

(yReiUy,  a  gentleman  residing  in  Ireland^  to  be  a  new  trustee  ap-' 

ln»8tee  of  the  will  to  act  ia  conjupction  wi|h  b^r,  pointed,  and 

"  taat  the  statute 

did  not  take 

This- suit  was  instituted  by  the  cestuU  ^P^  ^^"^^^^^^^^i^^^!^ 
the  administration  of  the  estate,  which  was  of  very  Court  to  in- 
c««defaWe  amount.  S'.rnum^t 


of  truj^tefis.^ 


Mr.  Selwyn  and   Mr.   Sheffield,  for  the   Plaintiffs, 
asked  that  a  third  trustee  might  be  appointed.     They 
said  that,,  without  making  the  slightest  imputation  on. 
the  present  trustees,  a  third  trustee  was  necessary  for. 
the  protection  of  the  Plaintiffs'  interests. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Eddis^  for  Mrs.  Berirandi 
c  2  argued 
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argued  that  as  the  testator  had  thought  proper  to 
commit  the  care  of  his  property  to  two  trustees,  it  was 
not  the  course  of  the  Court  to  increase  the  number. 
Secondly,  that,  by  the  act  of  parliament,  the  power  was 
limited,  that  the  new  trustees  could  only  be  appointed 
in  the  place  of  those  whose  office  was  vacant,  and  that 
consequently  there  was  no  authority  given  to  increase 
the  original  number. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  never  commits  a  trust  to  the  care  of  a 
single  trustee,  even  in  cases  where  uo  more  than  one 
was  originally  appointed. 

In  this  case,  I  think  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
have  an  additional  trustee  appointed.  I  also  think  that 
the  act  of  parliament,  which  has  been  referred  to,  does 
not  take  away  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  increase 
the  number  of  trustees  when  necessary. 

If  I  allowed  this  lady  to  appoint  a  single  trustee,  she 
might  appoint  any  person  she  thought  fit,  and  one 
who  might  be  very  unfavorably  inclined  towards  the 
other  cesiuis  que  trusty  and  thus  deprive  them  of  the 
protection  to  which  they  are  entitled. 


The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  a  third  trustee 
appointed. 
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WALLACE  V.  ATTORNEY-GENERAL.  (No.  2.)  (a).      June  29. 

Nov.  3. 

THIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  an  adjourned  Held,  in  con- 
struing a 
summons.  legacy  "an* 

hotpicei  de 
Mr.  Schomberff,  for  the  English  executor,  referred  to  j^J^  ^^  * 
the  statute  43   Elizabeth,   c.  4,  statute  31   Henry  8,  thewillofa 
c.  13,  in  regard  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  "hospitals."  ^l^hi  **""'' 

France,  and  in 
Mr.  Selt€yn,  Mr.  Wigram,  Mr.   Cole,  Mr.  C.  Hall,  [^J^^^^*^*^ 
Mr.  A.  Bailey,  Mr.  Bagshawe,  Mr.  Hobhouse,  Mr.  O.  that  the  word 
O.  Morgan,  Mr.   ./we/,   Mr.  i?att?Ziii«on,  Mr.  E.  F.  toKnstratd 

Smith,  Mr.  TTarc,  for  the  classified  claimants.  strictly  accord- 

ing to  its 
meaning  in 
-  France,  and 

that  the  word 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rous.  fS  w«" 

not  equivalent 
The   question  to  be  determined  on   this  summons,  to**ho6piur' 

which  is  adjourned  from  Chambers,  is,  the  meaning  of  "*  Unfe'r  a' 
the  following  bequest  in  the  testator's  will,  which  is  French  be- 
written  in  the  French  language,  viz. : —  kwpicet'de^ 

"  Je  donne  et  Ifegue  tons  les  objets  et  valeurs  dont  je  j/Wrf'upon'an 

n'ai  pas  dispos^  ci-dessus  aux  hospices  de  Paris  et  de  examination  of 
w,  ...       .^  rn  i/.         French  autho- 

Londres,  que  j  institue  a  cet  enet  pour  mes  legataires  Hties,  that  all 

universels."  those  institu. 

tions  m  Lon- 
don  were  in- 
In  other  words,  the  question  I  have  to  determine  is,  eluded  in  the 

,        bequest  which 
What  gratuitously 
(a)  Reported  33  Bcav,  384.  received  within 

their  walls  and 
provided  for  persons  unable  to  take  care  of  themselves,  either  from  old  age  combined 
with  poverty,  infancy  combined  with  neglect,  from  mental  incapacity,  or  by  reason  of 
any  bodily  ailment  not  susceptible  of  cure.  Held,  consequentlv,  that  Si.  George'% 
Hotpital  and  the  like,  ChrUtt  HotpUal  and  other  institutions  jbr  instruction,  and 
the  London  dispensaries,  were  excludi'd  from  the  benefit  of  the  bequest. 


Wallace 
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what  English  institutions  are  included  in  the  words 
**  les  hospices  de  Londres;**  the  same  word  is  applied 
both  to  Paris  and  London^  and  must^  in  my  opinion, 
'^^tJ'*^^"'  receive  the  same  interpretation,  and,  consequently,  the 
words  *^  hospices  de  Londres**  must  include  such  insti- 
tutions as,  if  they  were  situated  in  Paris,  would  fall 
within  the  description  of  **  les  hospices  de  Paris."* 

With  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  bequest  which 
relates  to  "  les  hospices  de  Paris,*'  the  question  before 
me  cannot  arise,  because,  by  the  law  of  that  country, 
all  bequests  in  favor  of  charity  are  brought  into  one 
common  fund,  and  applied  by  a  central  board  termed 
**  L' Administration  de  F Assistance  publique.^*  It  is  not, 
in  that  country,  competent  for  a  testator  to  select  one 
particular  hospital  or  almshouse  at  Paris  and  give  a 
bequest  exclusively  to  that  charity.  If  given,  it  belongs 
to  the  general  fund,  and  the  persons  who  administer  it 
apply  the  proceeds  as  they  think  fit.  The  question 
therefore  is  confined  to  London  institutions,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  only  those  institutions  in  London  which,  if 
they  were  situated  in  Paris,  would  be  termed  "de# 
hospices  *'  are  entitled  to  share  in  the  bequest. 

Having  stated  thus  much,  it  is  also  proper  to  state, 
by  way  of  preliminary  remark,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
fact  that  any  institution  in  London  is  called  *'  hospice** 
does  not,  of  itself,  give  it  any  claim  to  be  admitted  ;  it 
must,  in  order  to  share  in  the  bequest,  fulfil  the  condi- 
tions of  what  is  meant  by  the  word  "  hospice*'  in  French. 
The  consequence  of  this  opinion  of  mine  is,  that  it  is 
wholly  unnecessary  to  consider,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
ciding this  question,  what  institutions  would  fall  within 
the  meaning  of  the  words  '*  hospitals  of  London,**  unless 
it  could  be  first  established  that  the  word  *' hospice**  was 
accurately  and  precisely  rendered  in  English  by  the 

word 
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word  ''  hospUal"  My  opinion  is,  that  the  word  *'  Itos- 
pice "  in  French  is  not  accurately  an  equivalent  to  the 
word  ^'hospital"  in  English,  and  this  relieves  me  there- 
fore from  the  necessity  of  considering  the  extent  of  the 
meaning  of  the  word  ''  hospital,**  or  its  variation  from 
former  periods  of  time,  when  the  word  included  alms- 
houses and  places  of  instruction,  such  as  Chrisfs  HoS" 
pitaL 

On  examining  the  meaning  of  the  word  "hospice,^* 
I  find  that,  in  all  accurate  writers,  a  distinction  is  made 
between  "  hospice  "  and  "  hopitaV*  I  do  not,  by  this, 
mean  to  say  that  they  are  never  used  as  equivalent 
expressions  or  nearly  so,  but  that,  in  all  the  cases  that  I 
have  been  able  to  discover,  especially  where  the  discus- 
sion has  been  relating  to  charities,  a  marked  distinction 
has  been  made  between  **  les  hospices "  and  ''  les 
hopilaux** 

In  the  reports  and  statements  of  accounts  rendered 
annually  by  the  ''  Administration  ginirale  de  tAssis- 
tance  publique**  this  distinction  is  constantly  and 
rigidly  preserved.  I  have  consulted  a  large  number  of 
them,  and  I  find  no  instance  in  which,  as  it  appears  to. 
me,  these  terms  are  applied  indiscriminately. 

In  the  lists  of  bequests  which  accompany  these 
accounts,  I  find  that  where  donations  are  made  to 
hospitals  alone,  the  word  "  hospices**  does  not  occur  in  th^ 
heading  of  the  list ;  and  where  the  bequests  are  to 
hospices  and  the  /tospitals  are  not  included,  the  word 
*'h6piiavx**  is  excluded  from  the  title.  In  one  of  them, 
that  of  the  year  1849,  which  contains  *^  Notes  et  ren- 
seignments  sur  les  hopitaux  et  hospices  civils  de  la  ville 
de  Paris,**  rendered  necessary  apparently  by  the  altera- 
tion produced  by  the  revolution  of  1848,  occurs  the 

following 
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1865.        following  passage,  as  an  explanation  of  what  is  meant 

^-^^^^       by  the  word  "  hospice*': — 
Wallace  ''  ^ 

V-  **  On   d^signe,   sous   le   nom   d'hospices,    les    asiles 

(No.  2.) '  ouverts  a  tons  ceux  que  Tindigence  et  la  vieillesse,  I'en- 
fance  et  Tabandon,  Tali^nation  ou  des  infirmites  in- 
curables mettent  hors  d*6tat  de  pourvoir  euxmdmes  aux 
besoins  de  leur  existence.  On  les  subdivise  en  hospices, 
proprement  dits,  et  en  maisons  de  retraite.  L*ad mission 
est  gratuite  dans  les  premieres,  et,  dans  les  seconds,  elle 
n'a  lieu  que  moyennant  une  pension  annuelle  ou  le 
versement  d*un  capital  dont  le  montant  est  fix6  par 
les  r^glements.'' 

This  I  translate  thus: — "  Under  the  name  of  hospice 
are  designated  abodes  which  are  open  to  all  those  who, 
by  poverty  and  old  age,  by  infancy  and  neglect,  by 
mental  alienation  or  by  incurable  disease,  are  unable  of 
themselves  to  provide  the  means  of  existence.  They 
are  divided  into  hospice j  properly  so  called,  and  into 
asylums.  In  the  former,  the  admission  is  gratuitous; 
in  the  latter,  it  is  conditional  on  payment  of  an  annual 
or  of  a  principal  sum  of  money,  the  amount  of  which  is 
fixed  by  the  rules  of  the  institution." 

In  the  Nouveau  Formulaire  Magistral^  relating  to  the 
charitable  institutions  of  PariSy  by  Bouchardat,  which 
is  a  standard  work  and  has  reached  its  thirteenth  edition, 
occurs  the  following  passage : — "  Dans  la  description 
des  Etablissements  de  1* Administration,  je  suivrai  la 
division  actuellement  adoptee  dans  les  comptes  annuels: 
1^  Hopitaux;  2^  Hospices;  3^  Etablissements  Spe- 
ciaux.  Les  Etablissements  aux  malades  sont  d^sign^s 
plus  particuli^rement  sur  le  nom  d'hopitaux,  et  nous 
appliquons  le  nom  d*hospices  aux  maisons  consacrEes 
k  Tenfance,  k  la  vieillesse,  ou  a  des  infirmites  qui  ue 
sont  pas  susceptibles  de  gu6rison."     The  meaning  of 

which 
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which  I  understand  as  follows:—'^  In  the  descriptions  1865. 
of  the  institutions  under  the  control  of  the  public  admi- 
nistration, 1  shall  follow  the  division  at  present  adopted 
in  their  annual  reports:  1st.  Hopitals;  2ndly.  Hospices; 
3rdly.  Establishments  of  a  Special  Character.  The 
establishments  devoted  to  the  sick  are  more  particu- 
larly designated  by  the  name  of  *  hopital/  and  we 
apply  the  name  of  *  hospices '  to  houses  devoted  to 
children,  to  old  people,  or  to  persons  afflicted  with 
incurable  infirmities." 

The  third  division,  of  Establishments  of  a  Special 
Character,  seems  to  include,  principally,  assistance  given 
to  the  objects  of  the  charity  without  receiving  them  into 
any  house  or  building.  These  definitions  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  *'  hospice"  although  not  identical,  are 
in  substance  the  same. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  word  "hospices,"  as  applied 
to  institutions  in  London,  must  be  taken  in  the  sense  here 
described.  1  find,  by  consulting  many  volumes  of  the 
Moniteur,  in  the  places  referred  to  in  the  index  under  the 
words  **hdpitaux"  and  "hospices,**  that  they  are  always 
kept  distinct,  and  that  this  division  uniformly  prevails. 
It  is,  however,  but  fair  to  add,  that  in  the  list  of  hospitals 
I  have  discovered  institutions  which,  according  to  the 
definition  I  have  given,  are  properly  des  hospices,  and 
also  that  the  hospital  for  lying-in  women  is,  in  one  list, 
called  L*Hospice  d^ Accouchement,  while  it  is  obvious 
that,  according  to  the  previous  definitions,  if  correct, 
that  institution  ought  to  be  classed  among  the  hospitals 
and  not  among  les  hospices.  Still,  in  my  opinion,  this, 
although  it  may  not  always  have  been  strictly  followed, 
is  the  proper  definition  to  guide  me,  and  I  shall,  unless 
a  contrary  intention  is  to  be  discovered  from  the  text  of 
Lord  Henry  Seymours  will,  hold,  that  the  word  "  hospices** 

must 
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1865.  nnmt  be  construed  by  the  strict  meaning  of  tfaatMrord  in 
the  French  language,  according  to  the  definition  I  have 
adopted  as  applied  to  the  London  institutions. 

The  rest  of  the  will  throws  no  further  light  on  the 
subject  than  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  following  passage, 
where  he  says— 

"  Je  donne  et  l^gae  ^  M"*"  Ellen  Minchin^  k  condition 
qu*elle  ne  se  mariera  pas,  nsurniit  sa  vie  dnrant  de  la 
somme  n^cessaire  pour  lui  assurer  un  revenu  <le  dix  mille 
francs  par  an ;  la  nue  propri6t6  de  cette  somme  appar- 
tiendra  it  V Hospice  des  Lunatics  de  Londres,  auquel  je 
fais  don  et  legs.** 

B<ot  this,  in  truth,  does  fiot  affect  the  former  definition^ 
mud  is,  indeed,  rather  a  confirmatiou  of  tbecooclusioB  to 
which  I  had  previously  come,  as  an  iastitulion  for  per- 
sons of  unsound  mind  falls  within  the  strict  definition  of 
Ihe  word  "  hospice  "  to  which  I  have  referred. 

I  «haH  therefore  hold,  that  all  those  institutions  are 
included  in  this  bequest  which  gratuitously  receive 
within  their  walls  and  provide  for  persons  who  are  un- 
able 1o  take  care  of  themselves,  either  from  old  age  oom- 
-bined  with  poverty,  or  infancy  combined  with  negkct, 
from  mental  incapacity,  or  by  reason  of  any  bodily 
«iimeat  which  is  not  susceptible  of  cure.  That,  in  my 
pinion,  is  the  best  and  imost  accurate  meaning  and  con- 
atnietion  I  can  give  to  the  word  ** hospice^'  as  employed 
in  ihe  will  of  Lord  Henry  Seymour, 

The  result  of  this  will  be,  at  once  to  exclude  from  any 
interest  in  this  bequest  all  those  institutions  in  London 
which  are  usually  called  hospitals  which  are  founded  for 
the  reception  of  sick  persons,  the  inmates  in  which  are 
discharged  alike  from  the  hospital  when  they  are  cured, 

or 
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or  when  it  is  discovered  that  the  ditetse  is  lingering  or        1866. 
incurable.     This  includes  the  ^reat  London  hospitab :      l!^^^^ 

I  ySf  ht  K  ACM 

such  as  Sitint  Bcartkolomew's,  Saint  George's^  and  the  v. 

like.  It  will  also  exclude  all  the  institutions,  whether  '^iJ*'^*)'* 
called  hospitals  or  not,  the  principal  object  of  which  is 
instructioa:  snch  as  Chrisi*4  Hospital,  It  will  also 
exclude  all  institutions  which  do  not  receive  persons 
within  their  walls:  such  as  dispensaries.  It  will  also 
exclude  all  institutions  which  do  not  receive  the  inmates 
gratuitously. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  then  discussed  the  merits 
of  the  several  claimants  mentioned  in  the  Chief  Clerk's 
special  certificate;  but  the  matter  was  remitted  to 
chambers. 


SUMMERS  t^.  GRIFFITHS.  ^866. 

Kov.  10 
T>Y  deed,  dated  the  18th  of  July,  1853,  Mary  lAoyd  Sale,  by  an  old 
-*^     (since  deceased),  in  consideration    of  40/.  con-  ^^jJJy^e^Jht, 
veyed  a  tithe  rent-charge  of  8Z.  per  annum,  issuing  out  of  an  estate  in 
of  a   farm  called   Colston,  to   the  Defendant  William  Sn^.fo^rth°' 

Griffiths,  "  bis  heirs  and  assigns."  '^  val"«  ■«* 

•^  ^  afide,  she 

being  in  dis- 

Afary  Lloyd,   an    old    illiterate    widow,    was    then  oJ'i/"^  J^***' 

in  her  eighty-ninth  year,  but  in  possession  of  all  her  sistance,  and 

faculties,  and  she  kept  a  public-house  in  Fishguard,   One  J^^f^  jjj*g  j^. 

witness  represented  her  as  being  very  correct  in  business,  pression  that 

"  and  very  much  alive  to  her  own  interests  in  money  njake  out  a 

matters.     She  was  a  very  intelligent  and  clear-headed  ^,^  *'!**» 

woman,  and,  navmg  regard  to  her  advanced  age,  sharp  chaser,  know- 

and  active,  both  in  mind  and  body."     She  had  no  pro-  co^iJ^con*"-^ 

fessional   advice  on   the  occasion,  and  the  deed  was  cealed  the  fact 

J   from  her. 
prepared     The  doctrine 

otivpprettio 
teri  applied  to  a  purchaser. 
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pfepTcd  br  the  Defeiniant's  solidton.  The  valoe  of 
Uie  fee^aiDpie  of  thi<  titlie  reot-chaige  (if  m  good  title 
vere  shewn  to  it)  was  admitted  to  be  tweDty-yeare'  pur- 
chase or  1602. 

Mary  Iloyd  died  in  May,  1862,  baring  left  her  pro- 
perty lo  her  son  William  for  life,  vith  remainder  to  bis 
children.  He  becaoke  bankrupt  in  1863,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff was  his  assignee. 

The  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  in  March,  1864, 
against  WiUiam  Griffiths  and  the  son*s  children,  to  have 
the  deed  of  1853  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  The 
bill  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  Mary  ULoyd  intended 
to  sell  the  rent-charge  during  her  life  only,  while  the 
conTcyance  was  of  the  inheritance,  but  it  also  alleged 
that  the  considerati<m  was  inadequate. 

The  account  of  the  transaction  giren  by  the  Defendant 
Griffiths  in  h'S  answer  was  as  follows :  **  Prior  to  the 
month  of  Jume^  1853,  Mary  Lloyd  had  repeatedly 
offered  to  sell  to  me,  and  as  1  believe  to  several  other 
persons,  the  rent-charge ;  but  I  had  invariably  declined 
her  offer,  for  I  was  under  the  impression  that  tithe  rent- 
charges  belonged  to  the  church,  and  therefore  that  it 
was  not  in  her  power  to  dispose  of  the  tithe  rent- 
charge,  although  I  afterwards  came  to  understand  that 
lay  people  could  bold  such  property.  On  or  about  the 
23rd  day  of  June,  1853,  Mary  Lloyd  called  at  my  house 
and  strongly  urged  me  to  purchase  the  tithe  rent-charge, 
saying,  in  the  WeUh  language,  "  I  am  pressed  for 
money,  take  mercy  on  me,  and  let  me  pay  my  debts." 
I  inquired  of  her  why  she  did  not  go  to  some  person 
who  knew  more  about  such  property?  To  which  she 
replied,  that  she  had  done  so,  but  that,  not  having 
the  conveyance  to  her  husband,  she  could   not  shew 

any 
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any  title  to  tbe  rent-charge,  and  that  therefore  no  one 
would  purchase  it  of  her.  I  remarked  to  her,  that  if 
she  had  no  title,  perhaps  her  husband  had  none;  but 
she  st&ted  that  the  farm  on  which  the  tithes  were 
charged  was  her  own,  and  that  she  had  never  paid  tithe 
to  any  one  since  the  death  of  her  husband  ;  and  that  if 
I  would  give  her  40/.  and  put  her  to  no  expense  about 
the  title,  she  would  sign  any  deed  I  liked  making  over 
to  me  all  her  interest,  whatever  it  might  be,  in  the 
tithes.  On  the  assurance  of  Mary  Lloyd  that  she  had 
paid  no  tithe  in  respect  of  the  said  lands,  I  concluded 
that  she  must  have  some  sort  of  right  or  title  to  the 
rent-charge,  either  as  owner  or  lessee;  and  as  I  was 
willing  to  oblige  Mary  Lloyd^  and  the  amount  of  the 
risk,  in  case  the  title  should  prove  bad,  was  not  great,  I 
acceped  the  oflfer  of  Mary  Lloyd^  and  agreed  to  pur- 
chase the  rent-charge  for  40/.,  without  further  inquiry 
as  to  the  title,  and  to  pay  all  expenses  attending  the 
conveyance." 


1866. 

SUMMBRi 
V. 

Oripfiths. 


On  his  cross-examination,  the  Defendant  Oriffiths 
stated  as  follows : — ''When  she  came  to  me  in  1853  to 
ask  me  to  buy  the  tithes,  she  begged  and  craved  of  me 
to  take  mercy  upon  her;  this  she  said  in  Welsh.  I 
said  to  her  that  I  thought  it  was  a  spiritual  thing  and 
belonged  to  the  church,  and  that  she  had  no  right  to  sell 
that  '  Yes,'  she  said,  *  I  have  a  right  to  sell  it.'  She 
said  she  had  it  after  her  husband's  death.  She  shewed 
me  her  husband's  will,  I  read  the  will,  and  I  then  said 
I  would  give  her  what  she  asked  for  it,  40/.  I  said, 
why  do  not  you  offer  it  to  some  one  else?  She  said, 
I  have  no  deeds,  and  they  are  afraid  of  the  title  to  it. 
She  never  asked  more  than  40/.  for  it,  and  had,  over 
and  over  again,  offered  it  to  me  for  that  sum  before  I 
bought  it." 

A  copy 
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A  copy  of  the  wUi  of  itary  LU^d^s  husband  was 
given  to  Mr.  GriffiikSf  and  it  was  recited  in  the  con* 
▼eyance  to  him.  This  will  was  dated  in  1819,  and 
thereby  he  devised  the  tithes  of  Colston  to  Mary  Uo^^ 
**  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever."  Mtuy  lioyit  hus- 
band bad  died  in  1823,  and  the  will  had  been  proved 
in  1824 ;  this  also  was  recited  in  the  conveyaace. 

Mr.  Sdwym  and  Mr.  Speedy  for  the  Plaintiff,  relied 
on  Clark  v.  Ualpas  (a)»  Balur  v.  Monk  (b\  LongmaU 
y.  ledger  {c). 

Mr.  SoUtuon  for  Defendant  in  the  same  interest 

Mr.  Otoen  for  trustees. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Bevir  for  the  Defendant  Griffiik$. 
The  case  made  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  record  is  one  of 
fraud ;  it  proceeds  on  the  fact  that  the  vendor  only 
intended  to  sell  her  life  interest  in  the  rent  charge,  and 
that  the  deed  improperly  conveyed  the  inheritance. 
That  case  has  been  displaced,  and  the  Plaintiff  now 
reUes  on  a  distinct  one.  There  was  no  fiduciary 
relation  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser  in  this  case, 
no  surprise  or  misrepresentation;  but  there  being  a 
difficulty  in  the  title,  the  vendor  obtained  the  price 
which  she  herself  had  fixed.  The  absence  of  an  attorney 
on  the  vendor's  part  is  no  ground  for  invalidating  a  sale ; 
Harrison  v.  Guest  (d). 

The  case  is  then  reduced  to  one  to  avoid  a  deed 
merely  for  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration.    That 

has 


(a)  31  Beofo.  80.  (</)  6  De  G.,  If.  Sf  G.  424, 

(6)  33  Beav.  419.  and  S  H.  of  L.  Cat.  iHl. 

(e)  2  Gif.  157. 
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has  beefi  repeatedly  decided  to  be  no  sufficient  ground 
for  annulling  a  conveyance  of  property  in  possession. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  calling  for  a    GmimTM* 
reply)  sakU- 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
decree. 

The  state-  of  the  case,  as  put  by  the  Defendani  him- 
self, is,  that  an  old  wosaan,  of  the  age  of  eighty-nine,  in 
distress  for  nx>ney,  and  having  a  doabt  about  the  title 
to  the  property,  comes  to  him  and  asks  him  to  buy  il 
at  one-fourth  or  one-fifth  of  its  vahie^  and  that  she, 
having  no  species  of  legal  assistance  of  any  sort,  makes 
that  offer  to  him.  He  assents,  and  buys  it  at  that 
amoant,  having  at  the  tinse  in  bis  hands  the  title  to 
her  property,  and  knowing  or  having  the  means  of 
knomng  exactly  what  her  title  was,  and  having  told 
her,  at  first,  that  she  could  make  no  tkle  to  it^  or  that  if 
the  was  entitled  to  it  her  husband  probably  was  not^  he 
having  the  deed  probably  shewing  how  long  the  hus« 
band  had  had  the  property,  and  that  she  had  then  bad 
thirty  years^  uninterrupted  possession  of  the  rent-cbavge. 
Thereupon  he  buys  the  property  for  one-fourth  its 
value.  This  is  the  most  fevorable  mode  of  stating  the 
case,  and  I  am  then  asked  to  say,  that  if  the  matter 
were  fresh,  this  is  a  transaetioa  which  can  be  supported, 
and  the  only  reason  urged  why  it  can  be  supported  is 
that  the  bill  charges  fraud.  No  person,  I  think,  has 
been  more  strict  than  I  have  in  endeavouring  to  repress 
the  improper  uses  of  the  word  **  fraud "  in  regard  to 
transactions  which  are  neither  of  an  improper  nor  of  an 
immoral  character, — I  mean  immoral  in  the  sense  of 
taking  advantage  of  a  person  who  does  not  know  what 
the  value  of  his  property  is.  I  do  not  understand  the 
distinction  on  the  subject  taken  in  the  case  of  Harrison 

V.  Oue$t. 
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1866.  V.  Guest  There  appear  to  me  to  be  distinct  fraud  in  this 
case^  and  on  that  ground  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

It  is  true  the  Plaintiff  has  put  forward  another  case 
on  the  billy  which  is,  that  Mary  Lloyd  intended  to  sell 
her  life  interest  only,  and  there  is  some  ground  for  that 
suggestion  on  the  evidence ;  but  here  is  this  man,  who 
knows  everything  about  the  title,  and  who  admits  (in 
the  state  of  circumstances  I  have  mentioned)  that  he 
allowed  this  old  woman  to  sell  the  property  to  him  for 
one-fourth  its  value,  she  believing  there  was  a  defect  of 
title.  If  that  be  not  fraud  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what 
the  meaning  of  the  word  **  fraud  "  is,  in  the  proper  and 
legal  sense  of  the  word.  If  a  person  comes  to  me  and 
offers  to  sell  to  me  a  property  which  I  know  to  be  of 
five  times  the  value  he  offers  it  for,  he  being  ignorant  of 
his  rights  and  in  the  belief  that  he  cannot  make  out  a  title, 
while  I  know  that  he  can,  and  I  conceal  that  knowledge 
from  him,  is  not  that  a  svppressio  veri,  which  is  one  of 
the  elements  which  constitute  a  fraud  ? 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  to  set  this  deed  aside,  on  payment  to 
the  Defendant  of  the  principal  sum  and  interest  after 
deducting  the  tithes  he  has  received.  The  Plaintiff 
must  pay  the  costs  of  the  other  Defendants,  because,  in 
my  opinion,  they  ought  all  to  have  joined  as  co- 
Plaintiffs. 

There  is  this  also  to  be  observed  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  time,  that  ten  years  have  elapsed,  and  this 
old  lady  took  no  steps  in  her  lifetime.  She  died  in 
1862,  and  neither  the  son  nor  his  assignee  took  any 
steps  until  March,  1864,  when  the  bill  was  filed.     But, 

then, " 
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then,  I  observe  that  there  are  persons  who  are  in- 
terested in  remainder^  some  of  whom  are  infants  and 
cannot  be  bound  by  that  lapse  of  time,  tho.ugh  it  is 
absolutely  necessary  that  there  should  be  some  limit  to 
these  cases. 
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It  is  true,  as  Mr.  Jfssel  says,  that  mere  inadequacy 
of  value  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  a 
transaction.  But  how  far  is  that  to  go,  is  there  to  be 
no  such  inadequacy  of  value  as  can  amount  to  evidence 
of  fraud  ?  Lord  Thurlow  said,  that  to  set  aside  a  con- 
veyance, there  must  be  an  inequality,  so  strong,  gross 
and  manifest,  that  it  must  be  impossible  to  state  it  to  a 
man  of  common  sense  without  producing  an  exclama^ 
lion  at  the  inequality  of  it  (a).  Tried  by  this  test,  1 
am  satisfied  that  most  men  of  common  sense  would  ex- 
claim at  the  inequality,  when  they  found  that  an  old 
woman  of  eighty-nine  had  sold  property  for  one-fourth 
of  its  value  because  she  was  in  distress,  and  that  with- 
out any  legal  assistance  and  without  any  person  letting 
her  know  that  she  could  make  out  a  good  title  and 
obtain  four  or  five  times  that  amount. 

(a)  G  Wynne  v.  Heaton,  1  Bro,  C.  C.  9. 
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Re  PRESS  AND  INSKIP. 

Nov,  20. 
Twelvemonths    TTTILLIAM  DAVID  JONES  assigned  his  pro- 
of^bSurcosts  P^^^^y  *^  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 

by  trustees        On    the    16th   of  June^  1864,  the  trustees  paid  their 
citor  it  cannot  solicitor's    bill,    and    an    application    being    made,    in 

be  taxed,  Chambers,  more  than  twelve  months  afterwards  by  the 

under  the  1  '' 

&2  Vict.         cestui  que  trust,  under  the  General  Order  of  August, 

\{,l\l\^l^\^^  1864,  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  it  was  referred  into 

of  their  ctitui    Court. 
qut  trust. 

Mr.  Speed,  in  support  of  the  application,  relied  on 
the  6  ^  7  Vict.  c.  73  ss.  39,  41. 

Mr.  Hemmiug,  contra,  was  not  heard. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  principle  is  quite  clear,  that  a  third  party  coming 
to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill  can  only  stand  in  the  shoes  of 
the  client,  and,  unless  there  are  circumstances  which 
would  entitle  the  client  to  a  taxation,  the  third  party 
cannot  tax  the  bill  as  against  the  solicitor.  Assuming, 
that,  in  this  case,  it  was  improper  for  the  trustees  to 
employ  one  firm  at  Bristol  and  another  in  London,  still 
that  is  a  question  between  the  trustees  and  their  cestuis 
que  trust,  and  not  one  arising  between  the  trustees  and 
their  solicitors.  If  the  trustees  thought  fit  to  employ  a 
firm  at  Bristol  and  another  in  London,  they  must  pay 
them.  It  is  a  question  between  the  trustees  and  their 
cestui  que  trust,  and  it  can  only  be  determined  by  the 

cestui 
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cestui  que  trust  filing  a  bill  against  the  trustees  to  take 
the  account  between  them.  The  Court  will  then  see 
whether  the  payment  by  the  trustees  to  their  solicitors 
\%as  a  proper  one,  and  if  not,  it  will  moderate  the 
charges  and  deduct  the  amount,  not  from  the  solicitors* 
but  from  the  trustees. 
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Note.— Se^  Re  Mastey,  34  Beat.  463. 


In  re  THE  COMMERCIAL  UNION  WINE 
COMPANY. 

A  N  order  for  winding-up  this  company  having  been 
'^^     made  on  the  11  th  of  December  last, 

Mr.  W.  Terrell  now  applied  ex  parte,  under  the  100th 
section  of  ''The  Companies  Act,  1862  "  (25  k  26  Vict. 
c.  89),  that  the  late  manager  of  the  company  might 
deliver  to  the  Official  Liquidator  some  dock  warrants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rollb. 
I  cannot  make  such  an  order  ex  parte. 


Dec.  15. 

The  Court  will 
not,  under  the 
25  &  26  Vkt. 
c.  89,  s.  100, 
make  an  order 
ex  ptirie  for 
the  delivery 
over  of  docu- 
ments by  the 
manager  of  a 
company  to 
the  Official 
Liquidator. 


o2 
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Dec.  8. 


LUDLOW  V.  BUNBURY. 


Devise  of  real   "DY  her  will,  dated  in  1860,  Mrs.  Bunhury^  by  virtue 
estate  to  A.  ^^  ^  power,  appointed  all  her  real  and  personal 

alMolntely,  property  unto  her  husband  "  Henry  Mill  Bunlury^  his 

with  a  proviso  \    ^      ^  ,     .   .  ^       ,  ,      .       ,    ,, 

that  i^.sinte-  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  absolutely, 
rest  should 

his  wife  or  She  then  proceeded  as  follows : — 

should  become       "  Nevertheless,  the  appointment,  gift,  devise  and  be- 

entitled  to  any  quest  hereby  made  are  made  upon  this  express  condi- 

partofthe  .  ,  .  ^        *       r,    r  r  fT 

estate  by  gift,    tion  : — that  in  case  Louts  Robert  James  Versturme  and 

sale,  &c.  from    ^;,„^  Elizabeth  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  child 

that  the  clause  or  children  or  issue  or  descendant  or  descendants  of 

1-- 1!^!!""       them  the  said  Louis  Robert  James  Vesturme  and  Anne 
was  void. 

Elizabeth  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  shall,  by  gift, 
sale,  contract,  devise,  bequest,  settlement  or  other 
instrument,  made  or  executed  by  or  on  the  part  or 
behalf  of  my  said  husband,  become,  or,  but  for  this 
present  provision,  would  become,  entitled  to  or  in  any 
manner  interested  in  all  or  any  part  of  all  or  any  of  the 
real  or  personal  estate  hereby  by  me  appointed,  given, 
devised  or  bequeathed,  then  and  in  such  case  and 
immediately  thereafter,  the  whole  estate  and  interest  of 
my  said  husband,  in  all  the  real  and  personal  estate* 
hereby  by  me  appointed,  given,  devised  and  bequeathed, 
or  intended  so  to  be,  shall  cease  and  absolutely  de- 
termine.*' 

The  testatrix  died  in  1864.  The  trustees  were  ad- 
vised that,  having  regard  to  the  condition  contained  in 
the  will,  they  could  not  safely  transfer  the  property 
unto  the  husband,  and  they  instituted  this  suit  to  obtain 
the  directions  of  the  Court. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.    Henry  F.  Shebbeare  for  the 

PlaintiflPs. 

Ludlow 

Mr.  Hothouse  and  Mr.  Lindley  for  the  Defendant     Buhburt. 
Henry  Mill  Bunbury. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  clause  of 
forfeiture  was  void,  and  that  Henry  Mill  Bunbury  was 
absolutely  entitled  to  .  the  estates,  funds  and  monies. 
He  ordered  a  conveyance  and  transfer  of  them  to  Mr. 
Bunbury  accordingly. 

Ri^g,  Ub.  1865,  R,/oL  2523. 


T 


Re  THE   LONDON   WHARFING   AND  WARE- 
HOUSING COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

Nov.  25. 

HIS  company  was  incorporated  in  December,  1863.   The  fact  of  a 

company 
having  neg- 
The  Petitioner,  Mr.  Mooney,  was  one  of  the  projectors,  ^^c^^  to  pay  a 

and  in  December^   1863,  he   had   been   appointed  the  weeks  after 
managing  director  and  secretary.     He  also  held  original  demand  made, 

shares  in  the  company.  &  26  Via. 

c.  89,  8.  79, 80, 
is  not  sufficient 
In  February,  1864,  at  a  meeting  of  shareholders,  the  to  entitle  the 

100/.  shares  were  converted  into  shares  of  20/.  each,  winding-up 

The  Petitioner  exchanged  his  twenty-five  100/.  shares  il[^\^^^ 

for  one  hundred  and  twenty -five  20/.  shares,  that  the  com- 

^"  unable  to  pay 
its  debU. 
Where  a  debt  is  disputed  by  a  company,  a  petition  by  the  creditor  to  wind  it  up  will 
not  be  allowed  to  stand  over,  unless  it  is  believed  that  when  the  debt  has  been  esta- 
blished by  a  judgment,  such  judgment  could  not  be  enforced  against  the  company. 
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I860,  ^"  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^oyj  1865,  the  Petitioner's  appoint- 

^^"v-^^       ment  was  cancelled  as  from  the  31st  of  May  ;  bat  be 
Th*  ^Dosr   ^^^^^^^^  to  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^*>  o(  July. 

AMD  WAsr^  The  Petitioner,  on  the  I2th  of  October^  1865,  sent  in 
'^Ibvmrto  '  *  claim  against  the  company  for  593/.  16*.,  which  was 
composed  of  343/.  16«.  for  his  preliminary  expenses  and 
250/.  for  six  months'  salary.  The  company  declined 
to  pay  it,  and  after  the  expiration  of  three  weeks,  the 
Petitioner  presented  a  petition  to  wind  up  the  company. 

There  was  no  proof  of  any  insolvency  of  the  com- 
pany, and  the  only  fact  alleged  as  to  its  financial 
difficulties  was,  that  the  company  had  expended  125,559/. 
on  capital  account,  while  the  paid  up  capital  amounted 
to  120,500/.  only,  and  that  a  considerable  sum  was  due 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  The  Petitioner  also  sub- 
mitted that  this  conversion  of  the  shares  was  ultra  vires, 
that  the  20/.  shares  had  been  illegally  issued,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  company  could  not  enforce  the  payment  of 
any  calls  upon  them. 

Mr.  Sehpyn  and  Mr.  Graham  Hastings  in  support  of 
the  petition.  The  old  law,  giving  a  direct  remedy 
against  the  shareholders,  has  been  abrogated,  and  at 
present  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  payment  of  a  debt 
due  from  a  company  is  under  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89, 
ss.  79,  80,  which  enacts  that  a  company  may  be  wound 
up  whenever  it  '*  is  unable  to  pay  its  debts,"  and  one  of 
the  tests  is,  whenever  a  creditor  of  the  company  above 
50/.  has  demanded  payment,  *'  and  the  company  has 
for  the  space  of  three  weeks,"  &c., "  neglected  to  pay 
such  sum."  This  is  precisely  what  has  taken  place. 
It  is  not  necessary,  as  a  preliminary,  to  go  through  the 
process  of  proving  a  debt  at  law,  it  is  sufficient  to 
establish  it  in  equity.  Here  it  is  plain  that  there  is  a 
debt,  to  some  extent,  due  to  the  Petitioner  from  the 

company 
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company,— for,  in  the  first  place,  the  Petitioner  was  en-        1865. 
titled  to  twelve  months'  notice;  Beeston  v.  CoUyer{a);  j. 

and,  secondly,  he  is  entitled  to   be  paid  two  months'   The  London 
salary  for  the  two  months  he  has  performed  the  duties    j^^^  Wari- 
of  his  office  since  his  discharge  in  il/ay,  1865.     There    houmhoCo. 
is  no  bond  fide  dispute  as  to  the  existence  of  some  debt, 
and  that  it  remains  unsatisfied  after  the  three  weeks' 
notice.     To  the  claim  for  two  months'  salary  no  answer 
has  been  given. 

Secondly,  where  there  is  a  bond  fide  dispute  as  to 
the  existence  of  the  debt,  and  the  case  turns  upon  the 
question  whether  there  is  a  debt,  the  Court  (says 
Lord  Justice  Turner)  *'  would  do  well  to  exercise  the 
power  given  to  it  by  the  86th  section  of  tlie  act,  to 
adjourn  the  petition  till  the  existence  of  the  debt  is 
esUblished  ;"  Re  The  Catholic  Publishing,  ^c,  Co.  (ft). 

Thirdly,  the  company  had  no  power  to  make  any 
alteration  in  the  amount  of  their  shares  ;  25  ^  26  VicU 
c.  89,  ss.  12,  13,  176.  In  the  case  of  the  Contract 
Corporation  Company  {Limited)  an  application  was 
made  during  this  year  (1865)  to  parliament  for  liberty 
to  reduce  the  value  of  their  shares  from  100/.  to  50/., 
but  the  bill  was  thrown  out  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
The  existing  shares  in  this  company  are  therefore 
illegal,  and  no  calls  can  be  made  upon  them.  It  is 
therefore  ''just  and  equitable  "  either  that  the  company 
should  be  wound  up  or  that  the  petition  should  stand 
over. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Colt  were  not  called  on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Petitioner  has  no  case  at  all, 
and  that^  when  there  is  simply  a  disputed  debt,  it  is 

not 
(a)  4  Bing.  309.  (b)  2  De  G.,  J.  ^  5.  121. 


Limited. 
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1865.        not  a  legitimate  object  to  present  a  petition  to  wind-up 

^^^      a  company. 
Re 
The  London 

i^D  w7r^  What  was  done  in  the  Catholic  Publishing  Co.  was 
HOUSING  Co.  this : — Tliere  was  strong  evidence  of  its  being  in  a  state 
of  financial  difficulty,  the  debt  was  disputed,  and  if  it 
had  been  admitted  to  be  due,  the  company  was  not  then 
in  a  situation  to  pay  it.  I  therefore  ordered  the  petition 
to  stand  over  to  see  if  the  company  would,  in  the  mean- 
time, pay  the  debt  (a).  But  if  a  company  is  able  to  pay, 
the  fact  of  its  disputing  a  debt  or  of  not  paying  it,  is  no 
justification  for  a  creditor  to  come  by  petition  to  wind 
it  up. 

I  have  heard  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  company 
is  unable  to  pay  its  debts  or  that  there  is  any  debt  which 
it  is  unable  to  pay.  It  refuses  to  pay  the  Petitioner, 
who  claims  a  debt  of  593/.,  of  which  343Z.  are  for  **  pre- 
liminary expenses  in  connection  with  the  formation  of 
the  company  "  in  1863,  and  which  he  has  never  enforced 
from  that  time  to  the  present;  the  remaining  250/.  is 
for  six  months'  salary,  and  this  claim  is  disputed,  ai:d 
I  infer  that  there  is  a  question  whether  the  company 
had  a  right  to  dismiss  him  or  not.  The  Petitioner 
must  take  proper  proceeding  to  enforce  his  debt  at  law. 

I  will  not  order  the  petition  to  stand  over  in  the 
meanwhile,  for  if  he  should  succeed  at  law  he  will  then 
be  able,  by  means  of  the  judgment,  to  enforce  payment 
by  the  company.  A  petition  is  ordered  to  stand  over 
only  in  those  cases  in  which  it  is  believed  that,  if  the 
debt  be  established  by  a  judgment  at  law,  such  judg- 
ment cannot  be  enforced  against  the  company. 

The  Petitioner,  as  shareholder,  has  shewn  no  ground 

for 
{a)  33  L.  J.,  Ch,  325. 
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for  winding  up  the  company.     As  to  the  question  as  to 

the  conversion  of  shares,  it  is  one  which  must  be  tried 

elsewhere.  Xh.  London 

Wharfino 

.  i.      J*  1     A"^  Warb- 

This  18  an  attempt  to  extort  the  payment  of  a  disputed    housing  Co. 

debt,  the  validity  of  which  ought  to  be   tried   before      L»»«'trd. 

another  tribunal,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  I  must 

dismiss  the  petition  with  costs. 


CARR  V.  LEVINGSTON. 

Dec.  14. 

THE  testator,  Mr.  Levingitton^  being  possessed  of  a  After  tome 
copyhold  called  «  The  Blue  Coat  Boy  Tavern;'  ""J^f^^^^^^y 
which  he  had  let  to  Mr.  Rosebiade  for  a  term  expiring  in  his  agent, 
1873,  made  his  will  in  1861.     He  thereby  devised  all  his  letter  to  the 

freehold  and  copyhold  property  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  *«n»"^  ^^e  . 
,.^         .  ,  .     ,  A     .   .         .        .  ,      .      ,  terms  on  which 

life,  with  remainders  over.     And  he  thereby  authorized  he  would  re- 

liis  trustees  to  renew  existing  leases  in  consideration  of  buradded  iT* 

a  fine,  which  line  was  to  be  held  on  the  same  trusts  as  would  expect 

the  freehold  and  copyhold  property.    As  to  his  personal  within  a 

estate,  he  bequeathed  it  to  his  wife  absolutely.  month.    The 

landlord  died 
seven  days 

The  testotor  died  on  the  24th  of  October,  1864.  afterwards  and 

'  on  the  follow- 

ing day, the 

With  respect  to  "  The  Blue  Coat  Boy  Tavern;*  the  Jl^en^'S^thof 

following  circumstances  had  occurred,  which  gave  rise  to  whoni  were 

the  question  in  this  cause.     The  testator  bad  entered  onhe^deaOi" 

into  negotiations  with  Mr.  Rosebiade,  his  tenant,  for  ""®^'  ""^  ^^\ 
1     1.    I      1  111  tenant  signed 

the  renewal  of  the  lease,  and  on  the  17th  of  October,  his  acceptance 

1864,  the  testator's  land  agent  (Mr.  Roberts)  wrote  to  ^J_Hlu'thli 

Mr.  Rosebiade  specifying  the  terms  on  which  the  testator  there  was  no 

would  grant  a  new   lease  upon   payment  of  a  fine  of  ^^^  ^^^ 

2fiOOL    He  added, ''  I  expect  that  you  will  send  me  an 

answer 
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answer  within  one  month  from  the  date,  but  Mr. 
Levingston  m\l  not  be  considered  as  having  entered  into 
any  agreement  until  the  fine  be  actually  paid." 

On  the  25th  of  October,  1864,  Mr.  Roseblade  called 
on  Mr.  Roberts  and  signed  a  formal  agreement  to 
accept  the  lease  upon  the  terras  proposed,  and  he  paid 
him  200/.  on  account  of  the  premium. 

At  this  time  the  testator  was  dead,  but  neither  Mr. 
Roberts  nor  Mr.  Roseblcuie  vfBS  aware  of  the  fact.  The 
agency  of  Roberts  was  not  disputed. 

Mr.  Roseblade  was  desirous  of  accepting  the  proposed 
lease  and  all  parties  were  willing  that  it  should  be 
granted  to  him  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  Mr.  Roberts* 
letter  of  the  17th  of  October,  1864  ;  but  a  question 
arose,  whether  the  fine  of  2,000/.  would  form  part  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator  or  ought  to  be  held  upon 
the  trusts  declared  by  the  testator*s  will  of  the  fines  and 
premiums,  and  so  be  considered  as  real  estate. 

Mr.  John  Pearson  for  the  Plaintiff,  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Seltcyn  and  Mr.  Eddis,  for  the  widow,  argued, 
first,  that  the  tenant  bad  the  option  of  taking  a  renewed 
lease  on  the  terms  specified  in  the  agent's  letter,  but  to 
be  exercised  within  one  month.  Secondly*  that  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  option,  the  fine  of  2,000/.  formed 
part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  belonged  to 
the  widow ;  Townley  v.  Bedwell  (a) ;  Weeding  v.  Weed- 
ing (i). 

They  also  referred  to  Price  v.  Hathaway  (c). 

Mr. 

(a)  14  Ves.  590.  (c)  6  Mudd.  304. 

{b)  1  Johv,  4^  H.  424. 
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Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Whiteflame,  For  the  other 
Derendants,  were  uot  lieard. 

77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  there  is  no  concluded  agreement  between  the 
parties.  If  there  had  been,  the  tenant  and  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  testator  might  both  have  taken  advan- 
tage of  it;  but  this  is  a  mere  treaty.  The  landlord,  by 
bis  agent,  says  to  the  tenant,  I  am  willing  to  grant  you 
a  lease  on  certain  terms,  but  before  its  acceptance  the 
landlord  dies. 

The  2,000/.  must  be  held  on  the  same  trusts  as  the 
fines  held  under  the  will. 


43 
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GRIFFITHS  V.  BRACEWELL. 

BRACEWELL  r.  GRIFFITHS. 

Dec,  19,20. 

rpHE  Plaintiffs,  William  Bracewell,  William  Metcalfe  By  partnership 

^      BraceweU,  and  the  Defendant  Price  Griffiths,  ^^f^^"^^^^ 

entered    into    partnership  as  ironfounders,  upon   the  might  *<  deter- 

terms  oF  articles  dated  in  1863.  partnership  by 

giving  six 

The  28th  article  was  as  follows : —  months*  no- 

"That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  William  Bracewell,  of  Iha^easejm- 

his  own  free  will  and  without  assigning  any  reason  for  mediately  after 
,   .  ,        ,  .  ,  1  •       t  .  .        the  expiration 

SO   domg,   to  determme  the  copartnership   by   givmg  of  the  six 

six  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  calendar 

^  months,  the 

so  assets  were  to 
be  valued,  and 
after  the  vahiation  being  made  and  the  result  communicated,  the  partnership  **  shall,  in 
regard  to  all  the  said  partners,  cease  and  determine  :*' — Heidt  that  the  partnership  was 
dissolved  at  the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  and  not  from  the  completion  of  the 
valuation,  though  it  continued  af^er  the  six  months,  for  the  purpose  of  winding  it  up. 
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1866. 
Geippitui 

V. 

Bracbwell. 


BO  to  do,  and  leaving  auch  notice  at  the  respective  osual 
dwelling-houses  of  the  said  William  Metcalfe  Braeewell 
and  Price  Griffiths,  or  at  the  countiog-bouse  of  the 
partnership,  and  then  and  in  that  case  immediately  after 
the  expiration  of  the  said  six  calendar  months,  it  shall 
be  referred  to  William  Clarkson,'*  of  &c.,  &c., ''  to  value 
the  partnership  assets,  plant,  property  and  liabilities, 
and,  for  that  purpose,  all  account- books,  papers  and 
documents  shall  be  produced  and  submitted  to  the 
valuer  so  appointed;  and  upon  the  valuation  aforesaid 
being  made,  and  the  result  thereof  communicated  to  each 
of  the  partners  or  his  personal  representatives,  the  co» 
partnership  hereby  intended  to  be  established  shall,  in 
regard  to  all  the  said  partners,  absolutely  cease  and 
determine,  without  prejudice,  nevertheless,  to  the  reme- 
dies of  the  respective  partners  for  any  breach  or  non- 
performance, breaches  or  non-performances,  before  such 
the  determination  of  the  partnership,  of  any  of  the 
covenants  or  agreements  contained  in  these  presents." 


Differences  having  arisen,  the  Plaintiff  William 
Braeewell  gave  his  co-partners  a  written  notice  on  the 
30th  of  May,  1864,  that  <'it  was  his  intention,  at  the 
expiration  of  the  period  of  six  calendar  months  from  the 
day  of  the  date  thereof,  to  determine  the  partnership.*' 

After  this,  Griffiths  in  October,  1864,  filed  his  bill  to 
reform  the  articles,  by  striking  out  the  28th  article, 
and  in  other  matters.  It  prayed  for  a  dissolution,  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  William  Braeewell  from 
acting  on  the  notice  of  the  30th  of  May,  1864.  His 
suit,  however,  failed. 


The  other  suit  was  instituted  by  the  two  Bracewells 
against  Griffiths  in  July,  1865,  for  a  declaration  that  the 

partnership 
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partnership  had  been  dissolved  by  the  notice  of  May ^ 
1864,  and  to  have  the  affairs  wound  up  on  that  footing. 

No  valuation  had  as  yet  taken  place. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Waller  for  Griffiths. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Speedy  for  Bracewell,  insisted, 
that  upon  the  strict  terms  of  the  28th  article,  the  part- 
nership did  not  '^  absolutely  cease  and  determine^  until 
"the  valuation  aforesaid*'  had  been  "made  and  the 
result  thereof  communicated  to  each  of  the  partners.** 

Mr.  Waller  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  on  looking  over  the  articles,  my  opinion  Dec.  20. 
is  against  Mr.  Grij/tths,  and  on  two  grounds.  I  think 
that  the  28th  clause  of  the  partnership  articles  does  not 
mean  that  there  was  to  be  no  dissolution  until  the 
valuation  had  been  made.  I  assent  to  the  argument, 
that,  in  winding  up  partnerships  there  are  two  periods 
to  be  referred  to,  one  when  it  is  to  be  terminated  by 
notice,  and  another  period  when,  to  use  Lord  Eldons 
expression  in  Cravcshay  v.  Maule^a),  if  one  partner  has 
a  right  to  consider  the  partnership  at  an  end,  it  may 
continue  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  the  affairs  :  that 
is,  the  partnership  is  going  on  for  the  limited  purpose 
of  winding  it  up. 

The  notice  here  was  to  determine  the  partnership  at 
the  end  of  six  months ;  but  it  was  still  necessary  that 
something  more  should  take  place.     The  business  must 

necessarily 

(a)  1  Swan.  507. 


Griffitus 


46  CASES  IN  CHANC£RT« 

1865.  necessarily  go  on  in  order  to  determine  the  rigbtft  of  the 
several  partners,  and  to  realize  the  partnership  property. 
There  was  a  quasi  and  qualified  partnership  which  con- 
Bracbwell.  tinned  for  that  purpose,  and  it  went  on  until  the  assets 
had  been  realized  and  the  shares  of  the  partners  had 
been  ascertained.  The  28th  clause  means  simply 
this: — It  assumes  that  the  partnership  determined  at 
the  end  of  the  six  months,  but  that  it  still  went  on  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  rights  of  the  partners, 
and  that  when  those  rights  had  been  ascertained,  the 
pai'tnership  absolutely  ceased  and  determined. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  Mr.  William  JBracewell  is 
entitled  to  all  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the 
notice  which  he  gave. 

Secondly,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Griffiths^  by  his  acts, 
has  prevented  the  valuation  being  made,  and  that  he 
cannot  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong. 

I  must  therefore  declare  the  partnership  dissolved  as 
from  the  30th  of  November,  1864,  and  direct  tliat  the 
valuation  be  made  by  Mr.  Clarksouy  if  he  will  undertak 
it,  and  that  the  usual  partnership  accounts  be  taken. 
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GRESHAM  r.  PRICE. 

Nov.  9. 

THIS  case  was  argued  by  Executors  who 

had  neglected 
to  produce 
Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  C.  Browne  on  the  one  side,  their  accounts 
1  I  deprived  of 

an  J  by  their  costs  of 

suit  up  to  the 
Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Pearson  on  the  other.  hearing. 


Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  reading  the  evidence  in  this  case,  I  think  that 
the  Defendant  James  Gilbert  Price  the  younger  has 
compelled  the  PlaintifTs  to  file  this  bill,  by  not  pro- 
ducing his  accounts,  which  he  was  bound  to  have 
ready.  It  is  true  that  he  nowhere  absolutely  refuses, 
but  he  postpones,  delays  and  avoids,  and  nowhere  pro- 
mises to  do  it.  Accordingly,  the  PlaintiflTs  having 
waited  in  vain  from  the  14th  of  December  to  the  7th  of 
Julyf  that  is  nearly  seven  months,  filed  the  bill.  I  think 
they  were  justified  in  so  doing,  and  that  the  Defendants 
were  not  justified  in  not  sending  accounts.  The  other 
Defendants  are  innocent,  but  they  cannot  be  allowed  to 
receive  their  costs  of  a  suit  which  has  been  wantonly 
occasioned.  They  have  not  compelled  James  Gilbert 
Price  the  younger  to  make  out  the  accounts  as  they 
ought  to  have  done,  and  as  they  allowed  him  to  manage 
the  whole  business  they  must  take  the  consequences. 
I  consider  the  conduct  of  James  Gilbert  Price  the 
younger  as  equivalent  to  a  refusal  to  account,  although 
an  exact  denial  is  never  mentioned,  and  so  considering 
it,  he  cannot  receive  costs.  It  is  clear  that  the  distinc- 
tion is  verbal  between  a  constant  avoiding  to  produce 

accounts 
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accounts  without  denial  and  an  open  denial  at  once. 
The  latter  is  more  manly  and  straightforward  and  pro- 
duces in  the  end  less  costs,  as  it  avoids  all  the  pre- 
liminary correspondence  between  solicitors. 

My  disposition  is  to  deal  leniently  and  lightly  with 
trustees,  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  make  them  pay  costs, 
as  that  is  a  strong  measure,  and  besides  I  think  that 
the  costs  of  this  suit  has  been  unnecessarily  increased 
by  some  amendments. 

The  proper  course  is  to  direct  the  ordinary  accounts 
to  be  taken,  but  the  Defendants  are  to  have  no  costs  of 
this  suit  up  to  and  including  the  hearing. 


COX  V.  BOCKETT. 

July  4, 5. 
A  case  of  for-   HHIIE  testatrix  died  in  1858. 
feiture  is  JL 

itrictittifni 

juris,  and  the  By  her  Will,  she  gave  one-fourth  of  the  profits  of  a 
ITmLfprol^e^  newspaper,  called  "The  Builder,"  to  trustees  for  the 
It  at  the  hear-  Plaintiff  t/oAit  A,  D.  Cox,  for  life,  with  remainders 
qmry wiitasin  ^^^^f  subject  to  the  following  Contingency  or  con- 
ordinary  cases,  dition  : — 
be  directed  in 

foffeifuJe.*  "^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^'^^"'^  "^  outlawed  or  declared  bankrupt, 
The  Plain-  or  become  an  insolvent  debtor  within  the  meaning  of 
wassubjecTto  ^"y  *^^  of  parliament  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors, 
a  condition  of  or  should  assign,  charge  or  incumber,  or  attempt  or 
anticipating,  affect  to  assign,  charge  or  incumber,  his  share  or  pro- 
He  gave  a  portion  of  profits  or  any  part  thereof,  or  should  do  or 

ney  to  receive  suffer 

the  income 

and  a  charge  to  secure  a  debt.    Tliere  being  an  arrear  of  income  at  the  time,  and 

it  not  being  shewn  that  the  debt  exceeded  the  arrears: — Held,  that  there  was  no 

forfeiture. 
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suffer  anything  whereby  the  same,  or  any  part  thereofi 
might,  if  belonging  absolutely  to  him,  become  vested 
in  or  payable  to  some  other  person  or  persons,  then  and 
thenceforth  the  share  or  proportion  of  profits  to  which, 
but  for  this  provision,  he  would  be  entitled,  should 
during  the  remainder  of  his  life  or  other  interest  therein, 
from  time  to  time,  sink  into  and  be  added  to  and  form 
part  of  his  general  personal  estate/' 

The  trustees  and  some  of  the  Defendants  alleged  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  forfeited  his  interest,  first,  by  executing 
to  a  creditor  a  power  of  attorney  to  receive  the  income ; 
and  secondly,  by  executing  a  charge  to  a  Mr.  Keene  on 
the  20th  of  November,  1860,  but  which  had  been  paid 
off  in  1861. 

There  were  some  arrears  of  income  due  to  the  Plain- 
tiff at  the  time  he  executed  these  two  documents,  the 
amount  of  which  was  doubtful,  and  it  was  not  proved, 
by  the  Defendants,  that  the  debts  exceeded  the  arrears 
of  incpme  due  at  the  time. 

The  trustees  had  discontinued  to  pay  the  income  to 
the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  Ve  alleged  forfeiture, 
and  this  suit  was  instituted,  in  JUay^  1863,  to  obtain 
an  account  and  for  payment  of  the  arrears. 

Some  of  the  Defendants  still  insisted  on  the  for- 
feiture. 

Mr.  Selwyn^  Mr.  Osborne  and  Mr.  Locock  Webb  for 
the  Plaintiff  Cox. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Faber  for  the  trustees,  and 
VOL.  XXXV — I.  E  Mr. 
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Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  C  F.  Bockett,  for  other  De- 
fendantSy  contended  that  there  had  been  a  forfeiture. 

Mr.  JBeavan,  for  another  Defendant,  took  no  part  in 
this  question. 

Acton  V.  Woodgate  (a)  ;  Browne  v.  Cavendish  (6)  ; 
Wallwyn  v.  Contuse);  Wilding  v.  Richards (d),  were 
cited. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rollb. 

July  5.  Upon  reading  the  evidencCi  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

case  of  forfeiture  is  not  made  out,  and  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  a  clause  of  forfeiture  must  be  construed 
strictly. 

There  are  two  matters  by  which  it  is  attempted  to 
shew  that  a  forfeiture  has  occurred.  First,  there  is  a 
power  of  attorney  executed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  receive  his 
income.  This  may  have  been  irrevocable;  because  it  may 
have  been  given  for  value  ;  but  it  is  not  proved  that  the 
amount  due  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time,  for  his  share 
of  the  business,  was  less  than  the  debt,  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  if  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  money  to  be 
paid  under  the  power  of  attorney  was  less  than  what 
was  then  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  it  was  not  an  anticipation 
of  the  fund  so  as  to  bring  it  within  this  clause  of  forfei- 
ture. But  whether  it  was  or  not  would  depend  on  the 
result  of  an  account. 

With  respect  to  the  other  case,  that  of  Mr.  Keene,  the 

secondary 

(a)  2  Myl,  *  K  492.  (c)  3  Merr.  707. 

(6)  1  Jones  *  Lat.  p.  635.  (d)  1  Coil.  655. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  61 

secondary  evidence  of  the  contract  is  very  vague.  The  1865. 
witness  says  that  it  was  a  charge  of  all  the  Plaintiff's 
interest,  and  that  he  considered  it  a  charge  of  the  future 
income,  and  that  170Z.  was  the  amount  to  be  secured 
in  January^  1861.  I  am  disposed  to  think  the  Court 
would  deal  harshly,  if  it  held  that  a  forfeiture  was  occa- 
sioned by  a  charge  made  under  a  bona  fide  belief  that 
the  amount  due  for  arrears  to  the  Plaintiff  exceeded 
the  charge.  I  think  the  burthen  of  proof  lies  on 
those  who  insist  on  a  forfeiture,  and  that  it  is  not  a 
case  in  which  the  Court  will  direct  an  inquiry,  because 
no  matter  is  so  serious  as  a  forfeiture,  and  a  person  who 
claims  under  it  is  put  to  strict  proof,  and  cannot  call  on 
the  Court  to  assist  him  in  making  out  his  case. 

Except  the  question  of  forfeiture,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  case,  and  in  fact  the  keeping  the  Plaintiff  out  of 
his  income  was  the  very  mode  of  making  him  incur  a 
forfeiture. 

I  must  declare  that  there  has  been  no  forfeiture. 


b2 
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WALKER   V.  THE  WARE,  &c.,  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Dee.  4. 
The  owners  of  TN  1861,  this  railway  company,  under  their  compulsory 
land  taken  by    X     powers,  took  some  land  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff, 
panies  under     and  under  the  8  Vict,  c.  18,  s.  85,  they  deposited  the 

their  compul-  f  yyQZ.  in  this  Court  (being  the  ex  parte  valua- 

scry  powers  v         o  r 

have  the  ordi-    tion),  and  they  gave  the  bond  required  by  that  statute, 
nary  vendor's 
lien  for  un- 
paid purchase-      The  company  required  further  lands  belonging  to  the 

they  are  en-      Plaintiflf,  and  it  was  agreed  that,  in  lieu  of  a  payment 

titled  to  en-      ^^^^  Court,  the  sum  of  700Z.  should  be  deposited  in  a 
force  that  right       ^  ^  ^  ^ 

by  a  sale  of       private  bank  in  names  agreed  on,  which  was  done, 
the  land. 

This  lien 
extends  not  The  company  took  possession  and  constructed  their 

value  of  the       railway  over  the  lands  taken.    In  1863,  the  compensation 

land,  but  also    ^^g  ^y  agreement,  referred  to  arbitration,  and  by  the 
to  the  amount  »     J     &  »  ,    .  -       . 

of  compensa-     award,  made  lu  April,  1864,  725/.  was  awarded  for  the 
tion  for  da-       j^^^^g   ^^^j^g^     ^^^j    1,100/.   as  compensation   "for   the 

This  right  of  damages  already  sustained  and    thereafter  to  be  sus- 
affected  bv  the  tained  by  reason  of  the  severing  of  the  lands  sold,"  and 

deposit  under  from   the    other    lands   "being:    hereafter    injuriously 

the  85th  sec-  _,  „                                             ^                              •'               "^ 

tion  of  the  affected. 

Lands  Clauses 

Consolidation 

Act,  and  by  The  title  had  been  approved  of,  and  the  conveyance 

asreement  ^     ^^^  ^'®°  ^*^"  approved  of  and  had  been  "  duly  signed 

before  the         and  executed"  by  the  Plaintiff,  '*  with  a  view  to  its 

able  has  b<^n    delivery,  but   it   had    not   yet   been   delivered   by  the 

ascertained.       Plaintiff,  and  was  still  in  the  Plaintiff's  "  possession. 

Thenghte  ^ 

of  the  public.  The 

and  of  deben- 
ture creditors  and  others  claiming  nnder  the  company  are  subordinate  to  the  vendor's 
lien  for  unpaid  purchase-money. 
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The  company  having  made  default  in  completing  the 
purchase,  the  Plaintiff  brought  an  action  at  law,  and 
in  December f  1864|  recovered  judgment  for  2,289/.  and 
45/.  costs. 

The  Plaintiff  issued  an  elegit^  but  was  unable  to 
obtain  payment  of  his  debt,  and  he,  in  January^  1865, 
instituted  this  suit,  praying  the  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment debt  and  costs,  the  payment  of  the  deposits,  a 
declaration  that  he,  as  unpaid  vendor,  had  a  lien  on  the 
lands  for  the  purchase-money,  and  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  company  retaining  possession  until  pay- 
ment, and  for  a  receiver  of  the  profits  of  the  railway. 

It  appeared  from  the  answer  and  the  evidence  that 
this  company  had,  in  June^  1863,  under  the  powers  of 
an  act  of  parliament,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Great  Eastern  Railway  Company  for  working  the  line 
for  ten  years.  That  company  had  been  made  Defendants 
by  amendment.  It  also  appeared  that  this  company  had 
borrowed  on  mortgage  or  debentures  the  sum  of  29,400/. 

After  the  institution  of  the  suit,  the  Plaintiff  received 
the  money  deposited  (1,400/.)  in  part  payment  of  his 
debt. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Druce  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
vendor  of  these  lands  is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  lien  for 
his  unpaid  purchase-money,  payment  of  which  may  be 
enforced  by  a  sale  or  mortgage.  The  fact  of  the  pur- 
chaser being  a  public  company  can  make  no  difference 
in  a  vendor's  rights. 

Mr.  F,  H.  Colt  for  the  persons  in  whose  name  the 
money  had  been  deposited. 

Mr.  James  Kaye  for  the  two  Defendant  companies. 
This  is  not  the  ordinary  case  of  a  vendor*s   lien  for 

unpaid 
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1865.  unpaid  purchase-money.  The  company  took  the  land  for 
public  purposes  under  their  parliamentary  powers,  and 
the  bond  and  deposit,  given  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  85),  were  in- 
tended as  a  substitute  for  the  lien,  and  formed  the 
vendor*s  parliamentary  security.  The  existence  of  such 
a  lien  as  that  claimed  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  and  the  objects  of  the  legisla- 
ture. 2ndly.  If  any  such  lien  ever  existed,  it  has  been 
waived  by  taking  a  security,  Nairn  v.  Prowse  (a),  and 
has  been  discharged  by  the  deposit  and  the  payment 
made  by  the  company,  under  an  agreement  between  the 
vendor  and  the  purchaser,  and  its  subsequent  receipt  by 
the  vendor.  Srdly.  The  deposit  of  1,400/.,  received  by  the 
Plaintiff,  must  be  considered  as  appropriated  to  and 
taken  in  payment,  in  the  first  instance,  of  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  land,  and  not  for  the  damages  by  reason 
of  the  severance.  The  land  is  therefore  paid  for,  and 
there  remains  only  damages  for  severance  and  injury  to 
the  estate;  this  is  a  separate  and  distinct  matter,  and  is 
so  treated  by  the  arbitrator,  who  values  them  separately, 
and  for  which  there  can  be  no  lien  on  the  land ;  Webb  v. 
The  Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Railway  Com* 
pany{b);  Doherty  v.  The  Waterford,  ^c.  Railway 
Company  (c). 

But  in  cases  of  this  description,  involving  the  stop- 
ping of  a  public  highway,  the  Court  will  have  regard  to 
the  rights  and  interest  of  the  public.  Wood  v.  The 
Charing  Cross  Railway  Company  (c/),  and  to  the  rights 
of  the  other  unpaid  vendors,  and  of  the  debenture 
holders,  who  are  not  represented  in  this  suit. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no  relief  under  his  judg- 
ment, 

(fl)  6  Ven.  752.  (c)  13  Ir.  Eq.  Rep,  538. 

(6)  9  Hare,  139.  {d)  33  Beav.  290. 
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menty  the  suit  was  instituted  before  the  expiration  of  a 
year  (I  &  2  Vici.  c.  110,  s.  13).  Again,  the  Plaintiff 
must  exhaust  his  legal  and  special  remedies  before 
he  can  come  for  relief  into  equity;  Adams  v.  The 
Blackwall  Railway  Company  (a) ;  and  under  his  judg- 
ment he  has  no  right  to  a  sale  or  foreclosure ;  Furnesi 
V.  The  Caterham  Railway  Company  {b). 

The  legal  estate  has  passed  to  the  Defendants  under 
the  conveyance  "  duly  signed  and  executed  by  the 
Plaintiff;"  and  the  Great  JEastern  Company  are  pur- 
chasers for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  of  the 
Plaintiff's  rights. 


1866. 


The  Mastur  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  assent  to  the  view  which  has  been  presented 
to  me  very  forcibly  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants.  1 
think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  in  a  great  measure,  to  the 
decree  which  he  asks.    . 


In  the  first  place,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  distinction 
cannot  properly  be  made  between  the  price  of  land  and 
the  compensation  for  the  injury  done  by  the  severance. 
If  you  take  an  acre  of  a  man's  land  and  give  him  200/., 
treating  100/.  as  the  price  of  the  land  and  the  other 
100/.  as  damage  done  to  the  estate  by  reason  of  the  rail- 
way going  through  it,  they  are  not  to  be  separated,  but 
are  to  be  treated  as  the  price  of  the  land,  and  are  not 
distinguishable.  I  think  that  is  so,  even  where  the 
amount  is  ascertained  by  arbitration,  and  the  arbitrator 
awards  specially  the  precise  sums  and  items  which  make 
up  the  full  sum  which  is  so  paid.  I  assent  to  this : 
that  where  compensation  for  damage  alone  is  awarded, 

that 

(«)  2  Mae.  if  G.  131.  (6)  25  Beat.  614,  and  27  Beav.  358. 
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that  is  quite  distinct  from  the  price  of  the  land.  If  it  is 
compensation  alone,  and  no  land  is  taken,  it  can  be 
no  lien  on  the  land,  because  there  is  no  land  upon  which 
it  can  attach,  and  therefore  payment  of  the  amount  can 
only  be  enforced,  in  the  ordinary  way,  by  action  at  law 
and  judgment.  I  agree  also  that  if  two  agreements  are 
made,  one  in  January  to  sell  a  piece  of  land,  and  after* 
wards  a  separate  agreement  is  made  as  to  the  amount 
of  compensation  to  be  awarded  for  damage,  which  was 
jiot  previously  understood  or  appreciated,  they  must  be 
treated  as  two  separate  and  distinct  agreements.  But 
where  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  laud  is  made  up  of 
various  ingredients,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  can 
only  be  treated  as  the  price  of  the  land,  and  that  the 
vendor  is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  lien  for  the  whole,  as 
purchase-money  not  paid.  If  it  were  otherwise,  it  would 
be  exceedingly  difficult  to  ascertain  the  price,  and  it 
would  lead  to  inextricable  difficulties  in  ascertaining 
the  various  considerations  which  entered  into  the  mind 
of  the  vendor  or  were  discussed  between  them,  and  the 
various  items  which  made  up  the  price  to  be  actually 
paid  for  the  land.  The  price  of  the  land  may  depend, 
not  merely  upon  its  productiveness,  but  also  upon  the 
use  of  it  to  the  person  who  parts  with  it.  You  cannot 
separate  that,  and  the  whole  sum  paid  must  be  treated 
as  the  price  of  the  land.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
I  cannot  make  a  distinction  between  the  portion  awarded 
for  compensation  and  the  portion  awarded  as  the  price 
of  the  land. 


In  addition  to  this,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  acts  of 
parliament  have  not  deprived  the  vendor  of  his  lien, 
and  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  act, 
it  was  never  meant  to  give  the  railway  company  power 
to  take  possession  of  land  upon  an  affidavit  of  a  sur- 
veyor that   he  had  valued  it,   and   upon   the   amount 
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being  paid  into  a  bank,  to  deprive  the  purchaser  of  his 
right  to  have  the  value  of  the  land  ascertained  after- 
wards, and  to  have  the  ordinary  lien  of  a  vendor,  in  case 
the  amount  of  purchase-money  afterwards  ascertained 
should  not  be  paid.  The  amount  of  the  lien  here,  is 
made  up  of  two  ingredients,  one  is  the  actual  value  of 
the  land  itself,  and  the  other  the  damage  from  the  sever- 
ance and  inconvenience  done  to  the  estate ;  those  two 
must  be  treated  as  combined  and  not  as  separated. 


1865. 


That  being  so,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the 
purchaser  has  deprived  himself  of  his  lien  by  taking 
security.  The  sums  deposited  in  Court  and  in  the  pri- 
vate bank  were  not  the  agreed  value  of  the  lands,  or 
what  the  vendor  was  willing  to  take  for  them.  It  is 
quite  clear  that  the  deposit  could  not  be  security  for  the 
purchase-money,  for  it  had  not  been  ascertained,  and 
was  not  ascertained  until  the  award  had  been  made. 
The  deposit  of  these  sums  beforehand,  in  order  that  so 
much  of  the  purchase-money,  at  all  events,  should  be 
secured  to  the  purchaser  when  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money had  been  ascertained,  cannot  be  considered 
analogous  to  or  identical  with  the  case  of  a  purchase  of 
property  for  a  certain  amount,  where  the  vendor  consents 
to  take  a  security  for  that  ascertained  amount  on  other 
land  or  property,  in  which  case  he  substitutes  the  lien 
or  security  taken  for  the  lien  which  he  has  upon  the 
land  sold.  1  hold  that  the  lien  of  a  vendor  for  unpaid 
purchase-money  is  a  right  inherent  in  equity,  which 
can  only  be  taken  away  either  by  act  of  parliament  or 
by  express  agreement.  I  also  hold  that  it  has  not  been 
taken  away  in  this  case  either  by  the  act  of  parliament 
or  by  any  agreement,  because,  in  point  of  fact^  the  amount 
was  not  ascertained. 


The  next  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  what  are  the 

rights 
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rights  of  the  public.  These  rights  do  doubt  are  to  be 
carefully  considered,  in  all  these  cases,  where  tbe  Court 
proposes,  at  the  ioslance  of  somebody,  to  interfere  with 
them.  But  the  rights  of  the  public  with  regard  to  pro- 
perty taken  by  a  railway  company  can  only  be  subject 
to  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  A  railway 
company  cannot  take  property  from  indiriduals  without 
paying  for  it,  and  then  say,  that  because  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  tlie  public  that  we  should  use  this  property, 
the  vendor  is  therefore  to  be  deprived  of  his  land.  In 
my  opinion  there  is  no  authority  to  be  found  for  any 
such  doctrine,  which  is  totally  inconsistent  with  any 
notion  of  equity.  The  public  can  have  no  right  to 
enable  one  person  to  deprive  another  of  his  property 
without  paying  for  it. 

With  respect  to  the  Great  Eastern  Railway  Company^ 
it  appears  to  me  that  they  were  necessary  parties,  but 
there  is  nothing,  in  this  case,  to  shew  me  that  they 
have  got  the  legal  estate,  or  that  they  will  get  it,  until 
the  deed  is  actually  delivered  to  the  company.  It  is 
the  ordinary  and  almost  the  invariable  practice  for  the 
vendor  to  execute  the  conveyance  and  give  it  to  his 
solicitor,  who  exchanges  the  deed  for  the  purchase- 
money  when  paid  by  the  purchaser.  But  it  would  be 
a  monstrous  thing  for  the  purchaser  to  be  allowed  to 
say  to  the  seller,  ''You  have  executed  the  deed,  and 
therefore  I  need  not  pay  the  purchase-money;  and  I 
have  got  the  legal  estate,  and  you  must  enforce  payment 
of  the  purchase-money  as  you  can.**  On  the  contrary, 
I  am  of  opinion  the  purchaser  has  no  estate  until  he  has 
the  deed.  This  I  take  to  be  tbe  ordinary  case  which 
occurs  every  day,  where  the  deed  of  conveyance  is  exe- 
cuted as  an  escrow. 

I  am  of  opinion  also  that  the  interests  of  the  de- 
benture holders  must  all  be  subordinate  to  the  interests 
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of  the  vendor,  and  that  the  Cheat  E<utern  Railway 
Company  can  only  take  what  the  Ware  Railway  Com- 
pany have  to  give,  and  they  have  nothing  to  give,  except 
this  land  and  property,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  vendor, 
which  the  vendor  by  this  suit  conies  to  enforce,  and 
which  he  is  entitled  to  do. 


1865. 


I  express  no  opinion  as  to  whether  the  Plaintiff  has 
any  lien  for  the  costs  of  the  action  at  law ;  but  what  I 
propose  to  do  is  this:  declare  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  a 
lien,  and  refer  it  to  Chambers  to  ascertain  what  is  due 
for  principal,  interest  and  costs  in  respect  of  the  lien ; 
then  I  propose  to  fix  a  day  for  payment  six  months 
after  the  amount  has  been  ascertained,  and,  in  default 
of  payment,  to  direct  the  land  to  be  sold  for  the  purpose 
of  realising  the  amount  Any  items  in  the  account 
may  be  contested  in  Chambers. 


WICKHAM  V.  THE  MARQUESS  OF  BATH. 


June  24. 
Nov.  A. 


TN  1850,  Thomas  Bunn,  a  widower  without  issue,  aged  A  man  panted 
^     eighty-three  years,  resided  at  a  freehold  house  be-  {eaM%nandi 
longing  to  him  at  Frome  Selwood  in  Somersetshire.     His  at  a  pepper- 
sister  Jane  JBunn,  who  was  also  very  advanced  in  years  twenty  years, 

(eighty-one),  also  resided  with  him.     His  real  estate  in  determinable 
«  ,  /  .        ,      ^    ,       .  ,     ,  .  •*  ^I'eir  deaths. 

aomersetshire  consisted  of  the  house  and  the  gardens.  Three  months 

«>  .    afterwards  he 
granted  the 
hereditaments 
to  charitable  uses,  subject  to  the  lease : — Held,  that  this  giti  to  charity  was  an  evasion 
of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain  and  void. 

A  testator  directed  his  executors  to  apply  600/.  in  getting  an  act  of  parliament  to 
continue  an  invalid  disposition  made  by  him  of  real  estate  to  a  charity : — Heldt  that 
this  imposed  no  duty  or  obligation  on  the  executors. 

A  grant  of  land  to  charitable  uses  was  attested  by  one  witness  only,  but  two  other 
persons  who  executed  the  deed  were  present : — Held^  that  this  was  not  a  suflScient 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain. 
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Ac.  appertaining  thereto,  in  which  he  resided ;  of  another 
freehold  house  in  Cook  Sireeiy  Frome  Selmood,  of  a  fum, 
which  was  sabject  to  a  fanning  lease,  and  of  some  other 
property,  of  the  annual  Talue  altogether  of  429L 

By  a  lease  dated  the  1st  of  Jfojf,  1850,  and  made 
between  Thomeu  Bunn  of  the  first  part,  and  Jaite  Bmrnm 
of  the  second  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  considera- 
tioo  of  natural  love  and  affection  and  for  the  nominal 
consideration  of  10«.,  T%nmas  Bunn  demised  to  Jame 
Bunn  the  two  messuages  and  premises  already  described, 
with  certain  other  hereditaments  therein  particniarly  de- 
scribed, and  all  the  freehold  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  of  Thomas  Bunm  in  the  parishes 
of  Frome  Selwoody  Btckingtony  Berkley  and  Roddem,  in 
the  connty  of  Somerset y  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the 
term  of  twenty  years  fiom  the  date  thereof,  if  Tkamas 
Bunn  and  Jane  Bunn  or  either  of  them  should  so  long 
hve,  at  the  rent  of  a  peppercorn  if  demanded.  Such 
lease  was  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  alone,  and  was 
ne^er  delivered  to  Jane  Bunn,  nor  was  any  counterpart 
executed  by  her. 


Afterwards,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  26th  of  July, 
1850,  and  made  between  Thomas  Bunn  of  the  first  part, 
and  the  Marquess  of  Bath  and  twelve  other  trustees 
( including  the  Plaintiffs  Wickham  and  Crmtlwell)  of  the 
second  part,  after  reciting  that  Thomas  Bunn  was  de- 
sirous to  improve  the  architecture,  to  widen  the  narrow 
roads  and  streets,  and  to  amend  the  health  and  afibrd 
further  means  for  the  education  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  town  of  Frame  Selwood,  in  which  he  had  been  bom 
and  where  he  then  resided,  and  to  promote  the  welfare 
of  some  other  persons  and  places  as  far  as  his  limited 
means  permitted,  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  effecting  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  and  such  others  as  were  thereinafter 

specified, 
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specifiedy  and  forthe  nominal  consideration  of  lOs.  therein  1865. 
mentioned  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  parties  of  the  second 
part,  Thomas  Bunn  granted,  conveyed  and  confirmed 
unto  the  parties  thereto  of  tlie  second  part,  and  to  their  Mahqukss 
heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  above  two  messuages  in  Frome 
Selwood,  and  all  his  other  property  in  Somerset  (subject 
to  the  farming  lease  and  the  lease  to  his  sister  of  the 
1st  of  May^  1850),  and  fifly-two-and-a-half  acres  (which 
in  fact  belonged  exclusively  to  his  sister,  and  over  which 
be  had  no  power  whatever),  upon  certain  charitable  trusts, 
such  as  for  supplying  water,  the  erection  of  an  orna- 
mental fountain,  the  improvement  of  roads,  providing 
play-grounds  and  books  for  schools,  the  formation  of 
burial  grounds,  and  other  local  improvements. 

This  indenture  was  duly  signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
by  Thomas  Bunn  in  the  presence  of  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, and  was  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  on 
the  1st  of  Avffust,  1850  (being  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  execution  thereof),  the  same  having 
been  first  duly  acknowledged  by  ITiomas  Bunn. 

After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  Thomas  Bunn  and 
bis  sister  continued  to  live  at  the  same  house  and  to 
enjoy  the  property  until  the  death  of  Thomas  Bunn,  on 
the  15thofil/ay,  1853. 

Thomas  Bunn  afterwards  made  his  will,  and  referring 
to  the  deed  of  July,  1850,  and  that  doubts  had  arisen 
as  to  its  validity,  he  declared,  that  if  any  relation  or 
person  should  attempt  to  defeat  it,  then  he  disinherited 
him ;  and  he  gave  all  his  hereditaments  as  should  not 
be  faithfully  applied  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
to  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria  and  Prince  Albert  and 
to  their  heirs  for  ever,  without  any  restriction  or  trust 
whatsoever.    And  he  proceeded :  and  if,  after  my  death, 

•'Her 
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*'  Her  gracious  Majesty  and  His  Royal  Highness  the 
Prince  or  the  survivor  of  them  shall  not  choose  to  trouble 
themselves,  herself  or  himself  with  this  affair,  I  give  to 
my  executors  a  sufficient  sum  of  money,  not  exceeding 
600/.,  to  enable  them,  with  proper  advice  and  friendly 
aid,  to  pass  an  act  of  parliament  to  confirm"  the  con- 
veyance of  the  26th  of  July,  1850,  and  the  trusts  therein 
contained  if  they  require  confirmation.  And  he  gave 
any  of  his  property  that  should  remain  to  his  sister 
Mrs.  Bunn,  her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 


Jane  Bunn  was  the  heiress-at-law  of  the  testator, 
and  she  and  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Wickham  were  bis 
executors. 


Jane  Bunn  afterwards  executed  a  deed,  dated  the 
16lh  of  S^tember,  1853,  which  was  made  between  Jane 
Bunn  of  the  first  part,  Jane  Bunn  and  the  Plaintiffs 
Wickham  and  Crutlwell  of  the  second  part,  a  trustee  to 
uses  of  the  third  part,  and  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  sur- 
viving trustees  of  the  deed  of  26th  July,  1850,  of  the 
fourth  part.  It  recited  the  deed  of  July ,  1850,  and  the 
will  of  the  testator,  and  that  Jane  Bunn  had  been  ad- 
vised that  the  trusts  thereby  declared  were  absolutely 
void,  and  that  the  clauses  contained  in  the  will  of  Thomas 
Bunn  relating  thereto  were  inoperative,  and  that  she 
was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  hereditaments  contained 
in  the  deed  of  July,  1850,  as  heiress-at-law  of  Thomas 
Bunn,  or  that  she  and  the  Plaintiffs  were  seised  thereof 
in  fee  simple  in  trust  for  herself.  It  further  recited  that 
she  was  desirous  to  give  effect  to  her  brother's  wishes, 
as  expressed  in  the  deed  of  the  26th  of  July,  1850. 
The  indenture  then  witnessed,  that,  in  order  to  give  effect 
to  that  intention  and  for  the  nominal  consideration  of 
10*.,  she,  Jane  Bunn,  and  the  Plaintiffs  conveyed  to 
James  Coller,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  messuages 
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and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  deed  of  the  26th  of 
July^  1860,  to  hold  the  same  (subject  and  without  pre- 
judice to  the  indenture  of  lease  of  the  1st  of  May^  1860) 
to  James  CoUer  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  the  parties 
thereto  of  the  fourth  part,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  receive  the  rents,  and  apply  them  on  the  trusts 
contained  in  the  deed  of  the  26tli  of  July,  I860,  which 
were  repeated. 


1866. 
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The  last-mentioned  indenture  purported,  on  the  face 
of  it,  to  have  been  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  Jane 
Sunn,  and  by  the  PlaintifTs  Wickham  and  Cruttwell 
respectively,  in  the  presence  of  one  witness  only ;  but  it 
was,  in  fact,  executed  by  Jane  Bunn,  not  only  in  the 
presence  of  such  witness,  but  also  in  the  presence  of 
the  Plaintiff  Wickham,  before  whom  such  deed  was 
acknowledged  by  Jane  Bunn,  at  the  same  time,  for  the 
purpose  of  enrolment,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  Plain- 
tiff Cruttwell,  and  such  deed  was,  on  the  following  day> 
namely,  the  17th  day  of  September,  1863,  enrolled  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Jane  Bunn  died  on  the  10th  oi  December,  1862. 


Vnnce  Albert  died  in  1861,  having  devised  his  real 
estate  to  the  Queen,  who  by  a  grant  under  her  sign 
manual,  dated  the  21st  o(  July,  1863,  conveyed  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  heirs  all  the  hereditaments  devised 
to  her  and  Prince  Albert^  to  hold  "(without  prejudice 
to  the  trusts  and  purposes  declared  and  contained  by 
and  in  the  indenture  of  the  26th  otJuly,  1860,  ^o  far 
as,  if  at  all,  the  same  trusts  and  purposes  were  valid  and 
subsisting,  and  without  intending  to  ratify,  confirm  or 
set  up  such  indenture,  or  the  trusts  and  purposes  thereof 
or  any  of  them,  so  far  as,  if  at  all,  the  same  were  not 
valid  or  not  subsisting)  unto  Wickham  and  Cruttwell, 

their 
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1865.  ^^^>''  ^^'1^  ^"^  assigns,  for  all  her  estate,  right  and  in- 
terest in  or  to  the  same,  to  be  held  by  them  upon  and 
subject  to  such  or  the  like  trusts  and  equities  as  the  said 
Marquess  messuages;  lands  and  hereditaments  would  have  now 
been  subject  to  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  ITumuu 
Bunn,  or  by  operation  of  law  or  otherwise,  if  she  and 
her  said  Consort  had,  immediately  after  the  death  of 
Thomas  Bunn,  disclaimed  the  said  devise  or  gift  to  her 
and  her  said  Consort  in  the  said  will  of  Thomas  Bvnn 
contained/* 


Under  these  circumstances,  various  difficulties  and 
questions  had  arisen  as  to  the  construction  and  effect  of 
these  docum'ents.  The  trustees  of  the  deeds  of  the  26th 
of  July,  1850,  and  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  alleged, 
that  under  one  or  other  of  such  deeds  the  hereditaments 
had  been  effectually  conveyed  upon  the  trusts  contained 
therein,  and  that  if  the  first  of  such  deeds  was  invalid, 
an  application  ought  to  be  made  for  an  act  of  parliament 
to  obtain  a  confirmation  of  it.  The  other  Defendants 
however  alleged,  that  both  of  such  deeds  were  void 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  and 
that  the  indenture  of  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  had 
not  been  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence 
of  two  credible  witnesses  within  the  meaning  of  such 
statute,  and  also  that,  notwithstanding  the  reference  in 
the  deed  dated  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  to  the  lease 
of  the  Ist  o{  May,  1850,  as  a  then  subsisting  lease,  A/antf 
Bunn  was  then  the  absolute  owner,  and  that  she  was 
well  aware  that  she  was  then  the  absolute  owner,  of  the 
hereditaments  comprised  in  that  indenture  for  an  estate 
of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  possession.  They  also 
objected  to  any  application  to  parliament. 

The  Plaintiffs  instituted  this  suit  to  have  the  rights  of 
the  parties  ascertained  and  declared. 

The 
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The  Statute  of  Mortmain  (9  Geo.  2,  c.  36)  prohibits 
the  gift  of  landsy  &c.  to  charitable  uses,  unless  such  gift, 
&c.,  **  be  made  by  deed  indented,  sealed  and  delivered 
in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses'* 
twelve  months  before  the  death  of  the  donor,  and  in- 
rolled  ;  ''  and  unless  the  same  be  made  to  take  effect  in 
possession,  for  the  charitable  use  intended,  immediately 
from  the  making  thereof,  and  be  without  any  power  of 
revocation,  reservation,  trust,  condition,  limitation,  clause 
or  agreement  whatsoever,  for  the  benefit  of  the  donor  or 
grantor,  or  any  person  claiming  under  him/' 
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Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Rendall  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Phear  for  the  trustees  of  the 
deed.  The  deeds  of  the  1st  of  May,  1850,  and  the  26th 
of  July,  1850,  were  not  contemporaneous;  they  were 
separate  transactions,  with  an  interval  of  nearly  three 
months  between  them.  The  demise  of  the  property  to 
the  sister  for  twenty  years  at  a  peppercorn  rent  was  per- 
fectly valid.  The  second  deed  passed  all  the  interest  of 
the  grantor,  and  it  ''took  effect  in  possession"  and  re- 
served no  benefit  to  the  grantor;  this  is  all  that  the 
statute  requires.  Suppose  the  property  had  been  let  at 
rack-rent,  its  devotion  to  charity  would  have  been  per- 
fectly valid ;  and  equally  so,  if  it  had  happened  to  be  let  at 
half  the  rack  rent  or  less,  or  even  at  a  peppercorn  rent. 
It  is  sufficient  that  the  whole  interest  of  a  grantor 
passes,  even  if  that  interest  be  merely  reversionary. 
The  possession  does  not  affect  the  question ;  Fislier  v. 
Brier  ley  (a);  Alexander  v.  Brame  (Jb). 


Secondly,  the  deed  of  the  15th  of  September,  1853, 

which 

{a)  10  H.  o/I.  Cat.  159,  and  {h)  B  H.  of  L.  Cat.  594,  and 

30  Beav.  265— 26S.  30  Beav.  153. 
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which  was  executed  by  Jane  BunUy  is  valid  and  opera- 
tive. All  that  is  required  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain 
is,  that  the  deed  should  be  ''sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses."  That  has 
been  done ;  and  an  attestation  is  not  required ;  Sugden 
on  Powers  {a);  Sayle  v.  Freelandijb). 


Thirdly,  as  to  the  600/.,  there  is  nothing  unlawful  in 
the  direction  to  apply  to  parliament. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson  for  the  heir-at- 
law.  The  two  deeds  of  1850  form  one  transaction,  the 
object  of  which  was,  to  give  to  charity  that  which  the 
law  does  not  permit,  namely,  a  mere  reversion  after  the 
death  of  the  settlor.  The  whole  was  a  shift  and  con- 
trivance to  evade  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  the  intention 
of  the  first  deed  was  to  give  validity  to  the  second,  which 
would  otherwise  have  been  inoperative,  and  by  that 
.means  to  retain  possession  of  the  property  for  life  and 
settle  the  reversion  only  on  the  charity.  The  invalidity 
and  the  object  are  stated  on  the  face  of  Mr.  JBunn^s 
will.  The  gift  to  the  charity  did  not,  in  fact,  ''take 
effect  in  possession,'*  but  in  reversion,  which  is  the  very 
thing  the  statute  intended  to  prevent 

Secondly,  there  is  no  proper  attestation  to  the  deed 
of  1853;  it  is  attested  by  one  witness  only.  Though 
Wickham  and  Cruttwell  were  present,  still  they  were 
present  as  parties  to  the  deed  and  not  as  independent 
witnesses. 


Thirdly,  the  600/.  cannot  be  applied  in  the  way  pro- 
posed, for  the  object  of  such  an  application  is  simply  to 

take 

(fl)  Page  327  (6M  edit,)  (6)  2  VenL  355. 
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take  away  an  estate  from  one  person  and  vest  it  in        1865. 
another,  and  that  at  the  expense  of  the  former.  v-^^v^^^/ 

if. 
Mr,   T.  Stevens  for  the  next  of  kin  and  residuary     Maaqobss 

legiEitee. 


OF 


Bath. 


The  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  residuary  devisees  and  ^tw-  4. 
legatees  of  the  will  of  Thomas  Bunn  deceased,  two  of 
i/ihom  also  are  the  surviving  executors  of  his  will,  praying 
a  declaration  bf  the  rights  of  the  persons  interested  in 
the  property  of  Thomas  Bunn  and  also  of  his  sister  «7a7ie 
Bunn,  since  deceased. 

The  principal  '^Defendants  are  the  'trustees  created  by 
a  deed  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  in  his  lifbtime,  con- 
veying to  them  certain  property  at  Frome  in  Somerset* 
Mre.  The  real  question  in  the  cause  is,  the  validity  or 
invalidity  of  this  deed  and  of  a  subsequent  deed  exe- 
cuted by  his  sister  Jane  Bunn  in  confirmation  of  it. 
Their  validity  or  invalidity  depends  upon  whether  they 
have  been  made  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Statute  of  Mortmain  ;  if  not,  the  residuary  devisees  and 
legatees  under  Jane  Bunn^s  will  are  entitled  to  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  suit  is  instituted  to  try  these  questions. 
The  deed  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  bears  date  the 
26th  July,  1860 ;  he  was  the  party  to  it  of  the  first  part, 
find  the  first  nine  OOefendants  on  the  record,  the  three 
Piaidtiffsi  and  three  other  persons  who  have  disclaimed 
the  trusts  or  have  since  died,  were  the  parties  to  it  of  the 
second  ^ai't.— [His  Honor  stated  the  deed ;  see  ante, 
p.  60] 

This  deed  was  duly  attested  by  two  witnesses,  it  was 
F  2  enrolled 
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rights  of  the  public.  These  rights  no  doubt  are  to  be 
carefully  considered,  in  all  these  cases,  where  the  Court 
proposes,  at  the  instance  of  somebody,  to  interfere  with 
them.  But  the  rights  of  the  public  with  regard  to  pro- 
perty taken  by  a  railway  company  can  only  be  subject 
to  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  A  railway 
company  cannot  take  property  from  individuals  without 
paying  for  it,  and  then  say,  that  because  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public  that  we  should  use  this  property, 
the  vendor  is  therefore  to  be  deprived  of  his  land.  In 
my  opinion  there  is  no  authority  to  be  found  for  any 
such  doctrine,  which  is  totally  inconsistent  with  any 
notion  of  equity.  The  public  can  have  no  right  to 
enable  one  person  to  deprive  another  of  his  property 
without  paying  for  it. 

With  respect  to  the  Great  Eastern  Railway  Company^ 
it  appears  to  me  that  they  were  necessary  parties,  but 
there  is  nothing,  in  this  case,  to  shew  me  that  they 
have  got  the  legal  estate,  or  that  they  will  get  it,  until 
the  deed  is  actually  delivered  to  the  company.  It  is 
the  ordinary  and  almost  the  invariable  practice  for  the 
vendor  to  execute  the  conveyance  and  give  it  to  his 
solicitor,  who  exchanges  the  deed  for  the  purchase- 
money  when  paid  by  the  purchaser.  But  it  would  be 
a  monstrous  thing  for  the  purchaser  to  be  allowed  to 
say  to  the  seller,  ''You  have  executed  the  deed,  and 
therefore  I  need  not  pay  the  purchase-money;  and  I 
have  got  the  legal  estate,  and  you  must  enforce  payment 
of  the  purchase-money  as  you  can."  On  the  contrary, 
I  am  of  opinion  the  purchaser  has  no  estate  until  he  has 
the  deed.  This  I  take  to  be  the  ordinary  case  which 
occurs  every  day,  where  the  deed  of  conveyance  is  exe- 
cuted as  an  escrow. 

I  am  of  opinion  also  that  the  interests  of  the  de- 
benture holders  must  all  be  subordinate  to  the  interests 

of 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

of  the  vendor,  and  lliat  the  Ghreat  Eastern  Railway 
Company  can  only  take  what  the  Ware  Railway  Com' 
paAy  have  to  give,  and  they  have  nothing  to  give,  except 
this  land  and  property,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  vendor, 
which  the  vendor  by  this  suit  conies  to  enforce,  and 
which  he  is  entitled  to  do. 
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I  express  no  opinion  as  to  whether  the  Plaintiff  has 
any  lien  for  the  costs  of  the  action  at  law  ;  but  what  I 
propose  to  do  is  this :  declare  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  a 
lien,  and  refer  it  to  Chambers  to  ascertain  what  is  due 
for  principal,  interest  and  costs  in  respect  of  the  lien ; 
then  I  propose  to  fix  a  day  for  payment  six  months 
after  the  amount  has  been  ascertained,  and,  in  default 
of  payment,  to  direct  the  land  to  be  sold  for  the  purpose 
of  realising  the  amount.  Any  items  in  the  account 
may  be  contested  in  Chambers. 


WICKHAM  V.  THE  MARQUESS  OF  BATH.  June  24. 

Nov.  4. 
TN  1850,  Thomas  Bunn^  a  widower  without  issue,  aged  A  man  granted 
-*-     eighty-three  years,  resided  at  a  freehold  house  be-  lea^'clf'iand* 
longing  to  him  at  Frome  Selwood  in  Somersetshire.     His  at  a  pepper- 
sister  Jane  Bann^  who  was  also  very  advanced  in  years  twenty  yean, 

(eighty-one),  also  resided  with  him.     His  real  estate  in  determinable 
^    ^     J  '*  ^    ,       ,  .     .  ,  at  their  deaths. 

Somersetshire  consisted  of  the  house  and  the  gardens.  Three  months 

&C.  *^®'^''*^*  l*® 
granted  the 
hereditaments 
to  charitable  uses,  subject  to  the  lease : — Heldf  that  this  gift  to  charity  was  an  evasion 
of  the  Statute  uf  Mortmain  and  void. 

A  testator  directed  his  executors  to  apply  600/.  in  getting  an  act  of  parliament  to 
continue  an  invalid  disposition  made  by  bim  of  real  estate  to  a  charity : — Held,  that 
this  imposed  no  duty  or  obligation  on  the  executors. 

A  grant  of  land  to  charitable  uses  was  attested  by  one  witness  only,  but  two  other 
persons  who  executed  the  deed  were  present : — Heldy  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain. 
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&c.  appertaining  thereto,  in  which  he  resided  ;  of  another 

freehold  house  in  Cook  Street,  Frome  Selwood,  of  a  farna, 

which  was  subject  to  a  farming  lease,  and  of  some  other 

Marquk88     property,  of  the  annual  value  altogether  of  429/. 
OP  Bath. 

By  a  lease  dated  the  Ist  of  May ^  1850,  and  made 
between  Thomas  Bunn  of  the  first  part,  and  Jane  Bunn 
of  the  second  part,  it  was  witnessed^  that,  in  considera« 
lion  of  natural  love  and  affection  and  for  the  nominal 
consideration  of  10«.,  Thomas  Bunn  demised  to  Jan$ 
Bunn  the  two  messuages  and  premises  already  described, 
with  certain  other  hereditaments  therein  particularly  de- 
scribed, and  all  the  freehold  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  of  Thomas  Bunn  in  the  parishes 
of  Frome  Selwood,  Beckington,  Berkley  and  Rodden  in 
the  county  of  Somerset,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the 
term  of  twenty  years  from  the  date  thereof,  if  Thomas 
Bunn  and  Jane  Bunn  or  either  of  them  should  so  long 
live,  at  the  rent  of  a  peppercorn  if  demanded.  Such 
lease  was  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  alone,  and  was 
never  delivered  to  Jane  Bunn,  nor  was  any  counterpart 
executed  by  her. 

Afterwards,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  26th  of  July ^ 
1850,  and  made  between  Thomas  Bunn  of  the  first  part, 
and  the  Marquess  of  Balh  and  twelve  other  trustees 
(including  the  Plaintiffs  Wickham  and  CruttweU)  of  the 
second  part,  after  reciting  that  Thomas  Bunn  was  de- 
sirous to  improve  the  architecture,  to  widen  the  narrow 
roads  and  streets,  and  to  amend  the  health  and  afford 
further  means  for  the  education  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  town  of  Frome  Selwood,  in  which  he  had  been  born 
and  where  he  then  resided,  and  to  promote  the  welfare 
of  some  other  persons  and  places  as  far  as  his  limited 
means  permitted,  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  effecting  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  and  such  others  as  were  thereinafter 

specified, 
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specified^  and  forthe  nominal  consideration  of  lOs.  therein        1865. 

mentioned  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  parties  of  the  second 

party  Thomas  Bunn  granted,  conveyed  and  confirmed 

unto  the  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  and  to  their     Mahqukss 
■  .OF  Bath. 

heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  above  two  messuages  in  Frome 

Selwood,  and  all  his  other  property  in  Somerset  (subject 
to  the  farming  lease  and  the  lease  to  his  sister  of  the 
1st  of  Jfay,  1850),  and  fifty-two-and-a-half  acres  (which 
in  fact  belonged  exclusively  to  his  sister,  and  over  which 
be  had  no  power  whatever),  upon  certain  charitable  trusts, 
such  as  for  supplying  water,  the  erection  of  an  orna- 
mental fountain,  the  improvement  of  roads,  providing 
play-grounds  and  books  for  schools,  the  formation  of 
burial  grounds,  and  other  local  improvements. 

This  indenture  was  duly  signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
by  Thomas  Bunn  in  the  presence  of  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, and  was  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  on 
the  1st  of  Avgusty  1850  (being  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  execution  thereof),  the  same  having 
been  first  duly  acknowledged  by  TTiomas  Bunn. 

After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  Thomas  Bunn  and 
his  sister  continued  to  live  at  the  same  house  and  to 
enjoy  the  property  until  the  death  of  Thomas  Bunn,  on 
the  \5ihofMatf,  1853. 

Thomas  Bunn  afterwards  made  his  will,  and  referring 
to  the  deed  of  July,  1850,  and  that  doubts  had  arisen 
as  to  its  validity,  he  declared,  that  if  any  relation  or 
person  should  attempt  to  defeat  it,  then  he  disinherited 
him ;  and  he  gave  all  his  hereditaments  as  should  not 
be  faithfully  applied  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  deed 
to  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria  and  Prince  Albert  and 
to  their  heirs  for  ever,  without  any  restriction  or  trust 
whatsoever.    And  he  proceeded  :  and  if,  after  my  death, 

•'Her 
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\HM,       ^  fl#f  dpraekvot  Majesty  and  His  Royal  Highness  the 
^^^*^       Prine#  w  iW  awr?  if  or  of  them  ahall  not  choose  to  troobie 
f.  Ik«m#eif ety  beraelf  or  himself  with  this  affiur,  I  give  to 

w^lTf iT  *^J^  €JSeetitor»  a  aoffieient  som  of  money,  not  exceeding 
GOOLf  U>  enabk  them,  with  proper  advice  amd  friendly 
aid^  to  past  an  act  of  parliament  to  confirm''  the  con- 
fay  ance  of  the  26th  of  Jmly,  1850,  and  the  tmsts  therein 
contained  if  ihey  require  confirmation.  And  he  gave 
any  of  his  property  that  should  remain  to  his  sister 
Mrs.  Bunn,  her  executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 

Jan0  Bunn  was  the  heiress-at-Iaw  of  the  testator, 
and  she  and  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Wickham  were  his 
sxecutom. 

Jan0  Bunn  afterwards  executed  a  deed,  dated  the 
I6lh  of  S^ember^  1853,  which  was  made  between  Jane 
Bunn  of  the  flmt  part,  Jane  Bunn  and  the  Plaintiffs 
Whkkam  and  Orutiwell  of  the  second  part,  a  trustee  to 
uses  of  the  third  part,  and  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  sur- 
viving trustees  of  the  deed  of  26th  Jufy,  1850,  of  the 
(burth  part.  It  recited  the  deed  o(  July^  1850,  and  the 
will  of  the  testator,  and  that  Jane  JBunn  had  been  ad- 
vMl  that  the  trusts  thereby  declared  were  absolutely 
wki»  atul  that  the  clauses  contained  in  the  will  of  Tkamas 
HUHH  iiftatin^  thertfto  were  inoperdttve,  and  that  she 
was  <»olitUd  abiM>luteiY  to  the  hereditaments  contained 
in  th«  dihfd  ^>f  J^fyy  1850>  as  heiret$s^t4aw  of  Tkamas 
tf^ikm^  s>t  that  4itr  aud  the  Piaintitis  were  seised  thereof 
in  ^^  $iiiipW  itt  trui^t  tvr  hecseUl  It  Kirther  recited  that 
ahir  waa  ^Wiivu^^  to  ^tvi^  etKfct  to  her  brother^s  adsbes, 
aa>  ^\|>r^Nti^  lu  th<»  dtr^  ^f  the  dkh  of  Juiy^  I^iaO. 
Vkn  im^Mitf^ikm  a^t^MvW;.  that»  to  order  to  s:ife  eticct 
li^  th<j^t  dilvHt^H^tt  «iHi  Mr  tbxf  aottttoal  coostderaboa  of 
tU)k>  >Wt  J'aAM  £^^«^  4ml  ib%t  FlainolE^  conveyed  to 
v^iMi«^  VWm'x  W  tK^i^^  adKi  «ftt$$4^m!s  M  the  wwi-jQiiageT 

and 
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and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  deed  of  the  26th  of 
July^  1860y  to  hold  the  same  (subject  and  without  pre- 
judice to  the  indenture  of  lease  of  the  1st  of  May^  1860) 
to  James  CoUer  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  the  parties 
thereto  of  the  fourth  part,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  receive  the  rents,  and  apply  them  on  the  trusts 
contained  in  the  deed  of  the  26th  of  July,  1850,  which 
were  repeated. 

The  last-mentioned  indenture  purported,  on  the  face 
of  it,  to  have  been  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  Jane 
Bunn,  and  by  the  Plaintiffs  Wichham  and  Cruttwell 
respectively,  in  the  presence  of  one  witness  only ;  but  it 
was,  in  fact,  executed  by  Jane  Bunn,  not  only  in  the 
presence  of  such  witness,  but  also  in  the  presence  of 
the  Plaintiff  Wickham,  before  whom  such  deed  was 
acknowledged  by  Jane  Bunn^  at  the  same  time,  for  the 
purpose  of  enrolment,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  Plain- 
tiff Cruttwell^  and  such  deed  was,  on  the  following  dayi 
namely,  the  17th  day  of  September^  1853,  enrolled  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery. 

Jane  Bunn  died  on  the  10th  of  JDecember,  1862. 


1865. 

WiCKHAM 
V. 

Marqubis 
OF  Bath. 


Prince  ^/&^^  died  in  1861,  having  devised  his  real 
estate  to  the  Queen,  who  by  a  grant  under  her  sign 
manual,  dated  the  21st  o{  July,  1863,  conveyed  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  heirs  all  the  hereditaments  devised 
to  her  and  Prince  Albert,  to  hold  **  (without  prejudice 
to  the  trusts  and  purposes  declared  and  contained  by 
and  in  the  indenture  of  the  26th  of  July,  1850,  so  far 
as,  if  at  all,  the  same  trusts  and  purposes  were  valid  and 
subsisting,  and  without  intending  to  ratify,  confirm  or 
set  up  such  indenture,  or  the  trusts  and  purposes  thereof 
or  any  of  them,  so  far  as,  if  at  all,  the  same  were  not 
valid  or  not  subsisting)  unto  Wichham  and  Cruttwell, 

their 
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their  heirs  and  assignsi  for  all  her  estate^  right  and  in- 
terest in  or  to  the  same,  to  be  held  by  them  upon  and 
subject  to  such  or  the  like  trusts  and  equities  as  the  said 
messuages;  lands  and  hereditaments  would  have  now 
been  subject  to  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  Thomas 
Bunn,  or  by  operation  of  law  or  otherwise,  if  she  and 
her  said  Consort  had,  immediately  after  the  death  of 
Thomas  Sunn,  disclaimed  the  said  devise  or  gift  to  her 
and  her  said  Consort  in  the  said  will  of  Thomas  JBunn 
contained." 


Under  these  circumstances,  various  difficulties  and 
questions  had  arisen  as  to  the  construction  and  effect  of 
these  docunoents.  The  trustees  of  the  deeds  of  the  26th 
o{  Jult/,  1860,  and  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  alleged, 
that  under  one  or  other  of  such  deeds  the  hereditaments 
had  been  efl'ectually  conveyed  upon  the  trusts  contained 
therein,  and  that  if  the  first  of  such  deeds  was  invalid, 
an  application  ought  to  be  made  for  an  act  of  parliament 
to  obtain  a  confirmation  of  it.  The  other  Defendants 
however  alleged,  that  both  of  such  deeds  were  void 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  and 
that  the  indenture  of  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  had 
not  been  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence 
of  two  credible  witnesses  within  the  meaning  of  such 
statute,  and  also  that,  notwithstanding  the  reference  in 
the  deed  dated  the  16th  of  September,  1853,  to  the  lease 
of  the  1st  of  May,  1850,  as  a  then  subsisting  lease,  Jane 
Bunn  was  then  the  absolute  owner,  and  that  she  was 
well  aware  that  she  was  then  the  absolute  owner,  of  the 
hereditaments  con)prised  in  that  indenture  for  an  estate 
of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  possession.  They  also 
objected  to  any  application  to  parliament. 


The  Plaintiffs  instituted  this  suit  to  have  the  rights  of 
the  parties  ascertained  and  declared. 

The 
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The  Statute  of  Mortmain  (9  Geo,  2,  c.  36)  prohibits 
the  gift  of  landsy  &c.  to  charitable  uses,  unless  such  giflty 
&c.,  '*  be  made  by  deed  indented,  sealed  and  delivered 
in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses'* 
twelve  months  before  the  death  of  the  donor,  and  in- 
rolled  ;  "  and  unless  the  same  be  made  to  take  effect  in 
possession,  for  the  charitable  use  intended,  immediately 
from  the  making  thereof,  and  be  without  any  power  of 
revocation,  reservation,  trust,  condition,  limitation,  clause 
or  agreement  whatsoever,  for  the  benefit  of  the  donor  or 
grantor,  or  any  person  claiming  under  him." 
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Mr.  Hobhoitse  and  Mr.  Rendall  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Phear  for  the  trustees  of  the 
deed.  The  deeds  of  the  1st  o(  May,  1860,  and  the  26th 
of  July,  1860,  were  not  contemporaneous ;  they  were 
separate  transactions,  with  an  interval  of  nearly  three 
months  between  them.  The  demise  of  the  property  to 
the  sister  for  twenty  years  at  a  peppercorn  rent  was  per- 
fectly valid.  The  second  deed  passed  all  the  interest  of 
the  grantor,  and  it  ''took  effect  in  possession"  and  re- 
served no  benefit  to  the  grantor ;  this  is  all  that  the 
statute  requires.  Suppose  the  property  had  been  let  at 
rack-rent,  its  devotion  to  charity  would  have  been  per- 
fectly valid ;  and  equally  so,  if  it  had  happened  to  be  let  at 
half  the  rack  rent  or  less,  or  even  at  a  peppercorn  rent. 
It  is  sufficient  that  the  whole  interest  of  a  grantor 
passes,  even  if  that  interest  be  merely  reversionary. 
The  possession  does  not  affect  the  question ;  Fisher  v. 
Bfierley  (a) ;  Alexander  v.  JBrame  (i). 


Secondly,  the  deed  of  the  15th  of  September,  \853, 

which 

{a)  10  H.  ofL.  Cat,  159,  and  (b)  8  H.  of  L   Cat,  594,  and 

30  Beav.  265^268.  30  Beav,  153. 
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which  was  executed  by  Jane  Bunn,  is  valid  and  opera- 
tive. Ail  that  is  required  by  the  Statute  of  Mortmain 
isy  that  the  deed  should  be  ''sealed  and  delivered  in  the 
presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses."  That  has 
been  done ;  and  an  attestation  is  not  required ;  Sugden 
on  Powers  (a) 'y  SayU  y .  Freeland  (Jb). 


Thirdly,  as  to  the  600/.,  there  is  nothing  unlawful  in 
the  direction  to  apply  to  parliament. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson  for  the  heir-at- 
law.  The  two  deeds  of  1860  form  one  transaction,  the 
object  of  which  was,  to  give  to  charity  that  which  the 
law  does  not  permit,  namely,  a  mere  reversion  after  the 
death  of  the  settlor.  The  whole  was  a  shift  and  con- 
trivance to  evade  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  the  intention 
of  the  first  deed  was  to  give  validity  to  the  second,  which 
would  otherwise  have  been  inoperative,  and  by  that 
means  to  retain  possession  of  the  property  for  life  and 
settle  the  reversion  only  on  the  charity.  The  invalidity 
and  the  object  are  stated  on  the  face  of  Mr.  JBunn's 
will.  The  gift  to  the  charity  did  not,  in  fact,  "take 
effect  in  possession,"  but  in  reversion,  which  is  the  very 
thing  the  statute  intended  to  prevent 

Secondly,  there  is  no  proper  attestation  to  the  deed 
of  1853;  it  is  attested  by  one  witness  only.  Though 
Wickham  and  Cruttwell  were  present,  still  they  were 
present  as  parties  to  the  deed  and  not  as  independent 
witnesses. 


Thirdly,  the  600/.  cannot  be  applied  in  the  way  pro- 
posed, for  the  object  of  such  an  application  is  simply  to 

take 
(a)  Page  327  (6M  edit,)  (6)  2  Vent.  355. 
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take  away  an  estate  from  one  person  and  vest  it  in 
another,  and  that  at  the  expense  of  the  former. 

Mr.   T.  Stevens  for  the  next  of  kin  and  residuary     Marquess 
legatee. 


OF  BATtl. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  residuary  devisees  and  AW.  4. 
legatees  of  the  will  of  Thomas  Bunn  deceased,  two  of 
uhom  also  are  the  surviving  executors  of  his  will,  praying 
a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  persons  interested  in 
the  property  of  Thonias  Bunn  and  also  of  his  sister  •/ane 
Bunny  since  deceased. 

The  principal  'l)efendants  are  the  trustees  created  by 
a  deed  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  in  his  lifetime,  con- 
veying to  them  certain  property  at  Frome  in  Somerset' 
shire.  The  real  question  in  the  cause  is,  the  validity  or 
invalidity  of  this  deed  and  of  a  subsequent  deed  exe- 
cuted by  his  sister  Jane  Bunn  in  confirmation  of  it. 
Their  validity  or  invalidity  depends  upon  whether  they 
have  been  made  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Statute  of  Mortmain  ;  if  not,  the  residuary  devisees  and 
legatees  under  Jane  Bunn's  will  are  entitled  to  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  suit  is  instituted  to  try  these  questions. 
The  deed  executed  by  Thomas  Bunn  bears  date  the 
26th  July,  1850;  he  was  the  party  to  it  of  the  first  part, 
and  the  first  nine  (Defendants  on  the  record,  the  three 
Plaintiffs,  and  three  other  persons  who  have  disclaimed 
the  trusts  or  have  since  died,  were  the  parties  to  it  of  the 
second  part. — [His  Honor  stated  the  deed ;  see  ante, 
p.  60] 

This  deed  was  duly  attested  by  two  witnesses,  it  was 
F  2  enrolled 


WlCKHAM 

V 
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1 865.        enrolled  in  chancery  within  a  month  of  its  ezecutioDy  and 

Thomas  Bunn  did  not  die  till  long  after  twelve  months 

had  elapsed  from  the  date  of  its  execution.     The  fonns 

Marqobss     therefore  of  attestation,  enrolment  and  survivorship  of 
Of  Bath.  .   . 

the  grantor  were  fully  complied  with ;  but  the  validity 

of  the  deed  depends  upon  whether,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  the  lands  vested 
in  possession  on  the  execution  of  the  deeds ;  and,  if  not, 
whether  it  must  not  be  considered  to  have  been  an 
evasion  of  the  provisions  of  that  act. 

The  lands  and  hereditaments  which  the  deed  purported 
to  convey  comprised  all  the  real  estate  in  which  Thomas 
Bunn  had  any  interest  whatever.  It  included  the  house 
in  which  he  lived,  and  also  about  fifty- two-and-a-balf 
acres,  which  were  the  exclusive  property  of  Jane  Bunn 
his  sister,  and  in  which  he  had  no  interest,  nor  had  be 
any  power  over  them. 

The  lease  of  the  7th  October,  1846,  subject  to  which 
the  hereditaments  were  conveyed,  was  a  lease  for  seven 
years  of  136  acres,  of  which  about  eighty-two-and-a- 
hulf  acres  were  the  sole  property  of  Jane  Bunn,  and  of 
which  about  fifty -two-and-a-half  were  included  in  the 
deed,  and  the  lease  was  made  by  Thomas  Bunn  and  his 
sister  to  John  and  Daniel  Joyce  at  a  rack  rent  of  190/. 
per  annum  on  the  usual  terms  of  a  farming  lease. 

The  lease  of  the  1st  May,  1850,  was  made  by  Thomas 
Bunn;  by  it  he  demised  to  his  sister  Jane  the  two  mes- 
suages, two  other  hereditaments  not  comprised  in  the 
lease  of  7th  October,  1846,  but  included  in  the  deed  of 
26th  July,  1850,  to  hold  to  her  for  twenty  years  at  a 
peppercorn  rent,  determinable  on  the  death  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  himself  and  his  sister.  At  this  time  Jane,  the 
younger  of  the  two,  was  eighty  years  old. 

They 
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They  lived  together  till  the  death  of  Thomas  Bunn, 
which  took  place  in  May ^1863, 

Previous  to  that  event,  he  had  made  his  will,  by  which, 
after  referring  to  this  indenture  of  July,  1860,  and  stating 
that  doubts  were  entertained  as  to  its  validity,  he  directs, 
&c. — [His  Honor  stated  the  will ;  see  ante,  p.  61.] 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  rest  of  the  case,  it 
will  be  convenient  to  dispose  of  that  portion  of  it  which 
depends  upon  this  will.  Her  Majesty  the  Queen,  in 
whom  the  whole  interest  in  the  devise  I  have  stated  has 
vested,  has,  by  a  grant  under  her  sign  manual  on  the 
21st  «/t//y,  1863,  granted  all  the  hereditaments  to  the 
Plaintiffs  and  their  heirs,  without  thereby  impeaching 
or  affirming  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  the  26th  of 
/u/y,  1850,  but  simply  for  the  purpose  of  disclaiming 
all  interest  in  the  demise.  The  effect  of  this  is  exactly  the 
same  as  if  this  devise  had  not  been  made  by  the  testator. 

The  next  direction  in  the  will,  to  obtain  an  act  of 
parliaa)ent  to  render  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  July y 
1850,  vahd,  is  also  inoperative.  Of  course,  there  is  no 
question  but  that  parliament,  if  it  pleases,  might  pass  an 
act  making  these  trusts  valid,  as  they  might  pass  an 
act  to  take  away  a  field  from  one  man  and  give  it  to 
another;  but  this  direction  contained  in  the  will  imposes 
no  duty  or  obligation  on  the  executors  or  trustees  to 
apply  for  any  such  act,  and  as  no  such  act  has  been 
obtained  or  applied  for,  and  if  it  were,  in  all  probability 
parliament  would  reject  any  bill  introduced  for  this  pur- 
pose, I  must  therefore  proceed  to  consider  the  validity 
of  the  deed  as  it  stands,  unconfirmed  by  any  extra- 
oidinary  interposition  of  the  legislature. 

I  think  that  the  real  question  is,  whether  the 
lease  of  1st  JUay,  1850,  being  less  than  three  months 

before 
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before  the  ezecuiioo  of  the  deed  of  Jmfy^  1850,  is 
not  m  coloarable  erasion  of  the  sUtote  of  9  Geo. 
3,  c*  36.  The  forms  prescribed  by  tbmt  statote  hsTe 
been  complied  witb^  bot  the  qaestioo  is»  whether  the 
prorisioiis  of  the  statute,  which  enacts  that  the  gift 
shall  be  void,  onless  it  be  made  to  take  efiect  immedi- 
ately, has  been  complied  with  in  this  case.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  has  not,  and  that  the  deed,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  lands  and  hereditaments  included  in  the 
lease  of  1st  May,  1860,  is  void.  I  hold  it  to  be  qnite 
clear,  that  a  conveyance  of  lands  to  be  held  in  trust  for 
the  grantor  during  his  life,  and,  upon  his  death,  to  be 
applied  for  the  support  of  a  particular  charity  would  be 
void  under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 


It  would,  I  think,  amount  to  the  same  thing  and  be 
subject  to  the  same  consequences,  if  this  was  done  by 
two  deeds  and  through  the  instrumentality  of  two  sets 
of  trustees.  For  instance,  if  the  grantor,  by  the  first 
deed,  granted  land  to  trustees  in  trust  for  himself  for 
life,  and  subject  thereto  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  by  the  second  deed  he  appointed  the 
reversion  in  fee  irrevocably  to  other  trustees,  to  bold  for 
certain  charitable  uses :  this,  I  apprehend,  would  be 
bad.  It  is  true  that  where  a  reversion  in  real  estate  is 
vested  in  the  grantor  who  has  no  present  interest  in  the 
property,  the  irrevocable  and  immediate  conveyance  of 
it  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  charitable  purposes,  would 
probably  be  held  to  be  valid ;  but  not,  I  apprehend,  if 
the  reversion  had  been  created  by  the  grantor,  for  the 
purpose  of  allowing  him  to  retain  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property  during  his  life.  In  many  of  these  cases  it 
would  be  a  question  of  fact  to  be  deduced  from  the  evi- 
dence laid  before  the  Court ;  but  assuming  it  to  be  esta- 
blished by  the  evidence,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court, 
that  the  grantor  had,  at  any  time,  divided  the  fee  simple 

into 
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into  a  life  estate  and  a  reversion,  or  had  carved  out  of 
the  fee  simple  such  an  interest  as  would  outlast  the  life 
of  the  grantor,  and  that  he  had  done  this  with  a  view 
of  securing  to  himself  the  beneficial' interest  in  the  pro* 
perty  during  his  life,  and  of  disposing  of  it  after  his 
death,  for  charitable  purposes, — in  such  a  case  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  grant  in  favor  of  the  charity  would  be 
an  evasion  of  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain, 
and,  as  such,  would  be  held  to  be  void  by  this  Court. 
Were  it  not  so,  it  is  obvious  that:  the  real  object  of  the 
statute  would  be  easily  evaded,  and  the  words  in  it,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  would  be  wholly  inoperative. 


1866. 
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If  I  am  right  in  this,  the  question  is,  whether  the 
lease  of  1st  May^  1850,  falls  within  the  principle  I  have 
endeavoured  to  enunciate,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
does.  Three  months  before  the  grant  to  the  charity, 
the  grantor,  an  old  man  of  the  age  of  eighty-three, 
without  children,  living  with  his  only  near  relation,  a 
sister  of  the  age  of  eighty,  makes  a  lease  of  the  here* 
ditaments  in  question  to  his  sister  for  twenty  years  at  a 
peppercorn  rent,  after  which  they  continued  to  live 
together  and  enjoy  the  property  until  his  death.  It 
was  reasonably  certain  that  the  lease  would  exceed  his 
life,  it  was  equally  certain  that  the  sister  would  not 
attempt  to  evict  her  brother  during  his  life,  and  it  is 
highly  probable  that  had  she  attempted  to  do  so,  she 
would. have  failed.  In  truth,  the  concord  between  them 
to  accomplish  the  wishes  of  the  brother  is  established 
by  the  evidence.  Here  there  is  a  lease,  which  provides 
for  the  enjoyment  of  these  messuages  and  hereditaments 
during  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  the  brother  and  sister, 
and  subject  to  their  interest  therein,  it  is  grven  to  trus- 
tees for  charitable  purposes.  This,  in  my  opinion,  is 
not  a  case  where,  in  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
8tatute>  it  can  be  said  with  truth,  that  the  grant  is  made 

"to 
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"to  ta^Le  «£ect  iu  i:oi3iH*a«oo«'*  *^ iauui&tely''  oo  the 
excciitioo  cf  the  deeiL  Time  meuusy  I  apfireliend,  that 
the  grvArr  s&all  ^i^e  the  whuDe  intiiim  be  has  in  the 
thiflis  ^nsastL  If  the  siit  tD  the  chantr  was  inteoded 
to  be  aa  aoiiiutT  or  ceniH:hiiiu&  the  sraat  mast  be  of 
the  whofe  ottfiiest  ia  thiU  anoiuty  or  reat-charge.  If 
the  tkoe  srajtced  be  lami*  then  the  staUole  aaettai  that 
the  whofe  incerest  the  grancur  has  in  the  land  shoaU  be 
cuMieiieiiy  mot  the  whole  interest  lymaining  in  him,  at  the 
eiacc  4faifie  of  die  ^rani:^  aAer  deducting  his  prerioos 
giam^  to  secure  benedci  tu  himseif^  but  the  whole 
oCcrest  he  had  at  the  dme  when  he  drst  conceived  and 
commenced  the  plan  of  beoedctiD^  the  charitr.  If  this 
be  correct,  there  immediately  .mocher  question  arises^  as 
a>  what  is  inciiidifd  in  the  wonisv  the  whole  lateccat  in 
the  thin£  pranced.  I  think  that  where  hinds  aie  cno- 
veye^i,  this  oieans  the  whole  iaren>st  that  a  fcindlocd 
nsuailT  possesses  in  his  lundsv  whii:h  inciuifes  the  rents 
receivable  trom  the  teaonts.  It  is  ciear^  that  if  A. 
agrees  to  seH  to  B^  his  estLite  at  IF.,  this  does  not  mean 
the  reversion  subject  to  existing  leases^  the  payment  lor 
which  in  Future  is  to  be  retained  by  the  vendor.  In  the 
absence  of  any  stipulutioo  on  the  subject,  it  meons^  that 
the  purchaser  is  to  be  put  tutu  posaesHoa  of  the  estate 
at  the  date  of  the  compIeUun  oi  the  purchase,  and  that 
this  possession  locludes  the  receipt  of  the  lutore  rents. 
In  like  manner,  if  a  man  grunts  land  to  a  chanty  the 
statute  requires  that  the  grant  shall  ^  tuLe  effisct  in  poo- 
seaaon**  '*  immeoiately^**  aot  leaving  the  grantor  tu  recei\  e 
the  rents  till  the  expiration  of  existing  leases  or  during 
his  lifey  but  putting  the  grantee  in  immediate  and  entire 
possession  of  die  thing  granted,  as  fiir  as  the  grantor  is 
able  to  do  so* 


The  way  in  which  I  regard  this,  will  be  made  more 
plain  by  considering  the  bearing  of  this  part  of  the 

question 
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question  oa  the  lease  of  the  7th  of  October,  1846>  to  the        1865. 
two  Joyces  of  the  remainder  of  the  property  included  in     ^^^ 

«  rr.     .       1  WlCKHAM 

the  grant  of  July ,  1850.     This  lease  was  clearly  not  «. 

granted  to  them  with  a  view  of  afterwards  making  the  ^^^^/jf* 
grant  to  the  Defendants  of  the  26th  Jult/y  1850.  It 
was  an  ordinary  farming  lease,  granted  to  tenants  in  the 
usual  waVy  but  this  was  excepted  from  the  conveyance 
to  the  trustees^  and  the  rent  of  190/.  to  be  paid  by  the 
Joyces  was  to  be  received  and  was  received  by  the 
grantor  as  long  as  he  lived.  To  make  the  grant  valid, 
in  my  opinion,  Thomas  Bunn  ought  to  have  conveyed  to 
the  trustees  all  his  interest  as  lessor  of  the  property  in- 
cluded in  the  lease  of  1846.  If  not,  this  would  only  be 
another  mode  of  evading  the  statute.  A  landlord  makes 
a  long  lease  of  a  farm  at  a  rack  rent  payable  to  himself, 
a  man  advanced  in  years.  He  then  grants  the  property, 
subject  to  the  lease,  to  a  charity.  This  is,  in  fact,  only 
another  mode  of  reserving  to  himself  the  full  annual 
value  of  the  land  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease. 
In  what  way  can  the  case  be  really  said  to  be  varied,  if 
the  grant  be  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  an  annuity  to 
the  grantor  for  his  life,  and,  subject  thereto,  for  charitable 
purposes,  or  if  the  grant  be  to  trustees,  subject  to  a 
lease  of  similar  annual  value,  which  will,  or  probably 
may,  exceed  the  life  of  the  grantor.  It  is  true  that  this 
lease  had  but  three-and-a-quarter  years  to  run,  but  the 
grantor  was  eighty-three  years  of  age,  and  died  in  less 
than  three  years  after  the  execution  of  the  deed.  How 
is  the  Court  to  speculate  or  act  upon  the  probable  dura- 
tion of  life  of  the  grantor,  or  set  this  probability  against 
the  duration  of  a  lease.  The  only  safe  rule  seems  to  me 
to  be,  to  hold  that  the  grantor,  in  order  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  must  grant  all  the  interest 
he  bond  fide  has  in  the  property  conveyed,  whether  from 
rents  to  be  received  or  for  actual  possession  at  the  time 
of  the  grant,  and  in  addition  to  this,  that  he  shall  not, 

in 
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in  contemplation  of  such  grant  for  cbarity  purposes, 
have  deprived  himself  previously  of  any  portion  of  this 
interest  in  favour  of.another,  under  any  expressed  orim- 
Mar^uem  plied  agreement  that  he  is  to  derive  any  benefit  from 
the  portion  so  previously  conveyed. 

This  grant  of  July ^  1850,  is  defective  in  respect  of  the 
former  of  these  propositions,  by  reason  of  it  being  made 
subject  to  the  lease  of  October^  1846,  and  it:  is  defective, 
also,  in  ^  respect  of  the  latter  of  these  propositions,  by 
reason  of  it  being  made  subject  to  the  lease  of  Ist  Jlfoy, 
1850. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  deed  of  26th 
July^  1850,  is  void,  as  being  contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36. 

I  have  next  to  consider  what  effect  the  acts  of  the 
sister  Jane  Bunn,  which  have  been  done  since  the 
death  of  the  brother,  have  had  towards  confirming  the 
grant  intended  by  the  brother,  and  effecting  the  des- 
tination of  this  property,  in  the  manner  directed  by  hiou 
In  other  words,  whether  the  acts  of  Jane  Bunn^  the 
sister,  since  the  decease  of  her  brother,  have  either  ren- 
dered valid  the  trusts  of  the  deed  o(  July,  1850,  or  have 
created  new  trusts  to  the  same  or  similar  effect 

Jane  Bunn^  besides  being  the  sister  of  Thomas  Bunn^ 
was  his  heiress-at-law,  his  sole  next  of  kin  and  the  re- 
siduary devisee  and  legatee  of  all  his  property  which 
could  not  be  applied  for  the  performance  of  the  trusts 
of  the  charity  pointed  out  by  him. 

Four  months  after  her  brother's  death,  Jane  Bunn 
executed  the  indenture  bearing  date  the  16th  September^ 
1853,  [see  ante,  p.  62].     This  indenture  appears,  on  the 

face 
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face  of  ity  to  bave  been  attested  by  one  witness  only,  but        1665. 

two  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who  executed  the  deed  at  the  same 

time  mih  Jane  Bunn,  were  present  at  the  time  when 

she  executed  it,  although  they,  did  not  sign  any  attesta-     Marquess 

lion  clause.    At  the  same  time,  Jane  Bunn  acknowledged 

the  deed  before  the  same  two  Plaintiffs  for  the  purpose 

of  enrolment,  which  was  accordingly  done  in  Chancery 

an  the  following  day,  tlie  17th  September ^  1853. 

The  first  question  is,  was  this,  deed  attested  by  two 
witnesses. as  required  by  the  statute  of  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36  ? 
In  all  other  respects  the  forms  required  by  the  act  were 
complied  with,  the  deed  was  duly  enrolled,  and  Jane 
Bunn  survived  the  twelve  months  required  by  the 
statute. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  deed  was  not  properly 
attested  by  two  witnesses  as  required  by  the  statute. 
What  is  meant  by  attesting  a  wilt  or  deed  ?  It  means, 
83  1  understand  it,  that  one  or  more  persons  are  present 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  for  that  purpose, 
and  that,  in  evidence  thereof;  they  sign  the  attestation 
clause  stating  such  execution.  The  fact  that  any 
number  of/ persons  were  present  vfhen  Jane  Bunn  exe^ 
cuted  the  deed  would  not  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  if  they  did  not  sign  the  deed: as  witnesses 
attesting  such  execution.  Were  it  otherwise,  all  the 
cases  on  powers,  which  require  the  strict  performance  of 
the  condition  attached  .to  the  exercise  of  the  power  would 
have  been  inporrectly  decided.  INay,  in  truth,  no  at- 
testation at  all  on  the  deed  would  be  necessary,  if  any 
sufficient  number  of  persons  were  present  at  the  time 
and  saw  the  deed  executed, although  their  presence  was 
without  any  object  relating  to  the  subject  of  the  deed. 
In  this  case,  however,  it  is  supposed  that  a  difference  is 
to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  the  Plaintiffs  Whalley  and 

Wickham^ 
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1806,  Wickham,  who  viere  present  nbeo  Jatue  Bmrnm  exemtrd 
the  deedy  also  ezecoted  it  tbemselfef ;  bat,  in  bit  opinmiy 
"^""'^  this  makes  no  difierence ;  they  did  not  execute  the  deed 
M4»4r;ftM  ^^  intmitm,  that  is,  they  did  not  sign  the  deed  for  the 
purpose  of  attesting  the  execution  tAJame  JBnu,  but  fcr 
the  purpose  of  conveying  any  interest  they  bad  or  might 
be  supposed  to  have  had  in  the  property.  This  cannot 
be  converted  into  an  attestation  or./ajieJB«us  execution. 

In  fact,  were  it  othen^'ise,  the  cases  decided  as  to  tlie 
execution  of  powers  would  be  all  wrong,  and  the  Statute 
of  Mortmain  might  be  easily  evaded.  Three  tenants  in 
fee  simple  of  an  estate  might  convey  it  to  a  charitable 
ifiHtitulion  without  any  attestation  at  all,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  or  the  word  ;  because,  according  to  the  ailment 
of  the  Derendants  (the  trustees)  if  valid,  any  two  of 
the  grantors  might  be  witnesses  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  the  third,  provided  they  all  executed  the  deed 
ut  the  same  time  and  in  each  other's  presence.  The 
execution  of  this  deed,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  has 
only  l>een  attested  by  one  witness.  If  this  opinion  be 
correct,  the  omission  of  the  attestation  by  a  second 
witness  is  a  plain  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  and  this  deed  also  is,  in  my  opinion,  void. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed,  that,  notwithstanding  this 
deed,  Jane  liunn  enjoyed  the  property  as  long  as  she 
lived,  which  was  until  the  10th  December^  1862,  when 
she  died  at  the  age  of  ninety-three.  She  bad  previously 
made  a  will  muking  certain  specific  devises,  and  making 
four  persons  her  residuary  legatees,  three  of  whom  and 
the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  fourth  are  parties 
Defcndunts  to  this  bill.  But  by  this  will  she  did  not 
dispose  of  the  property  included  in  either  of  the  deeds 
of  the  20th  of  July,  1850,  or  that  of  the  16th  of  Sej}- 
Umber,  1863.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  here- 
ditaments 
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ditaments  comprised  in  these  deeds  pass  to  the  heir-at- 
law  of  Jane  Bunn,  and  as  the  certificate  or  the  Chier 
Clerk  establishes  that  Charles  Kilson  the  Defendant  is 
such  heir-at-lawy  he  is  enlilled  to  a  declaration  accord- 
ingly in  his  favour. 


1865. 

WiCKHAM 
V. 

Marquess 
OF  Bath. 


The  costs  of  all  parties  must  be  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
perty in  dispute. 


LORD  LILFORD  v.  POWYS  KECK.    (No.  3.) 

rpHE  testator,  Lord  Lilford,  devised  all  his  real  estates 
to  the  Plaintiff  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  remainders  over  (a). 

He  died  in  March,  1861. 

Between  the  date  of  his  will  and  his  death,  viz.,  in 
November,  1860,  the  testator  purchased  lands  intermixed 
with  the  Bank  Hall  estate  (b)  for  the  sum  of  72,600/. 
The  purchase  had  not  been  completed  at  the  death  of 
the  testator. 


Dec.  18. 

Pecuniary 
legatees  are 
enti^M,  as 
a^amsLtbe  de- 
visees (under 
the  doctrine 
of  marshalling 
assets),  to 
stand  in  the 
place  of  an 
unpaid  vendor 
whose  lien  has 
exhausted  the 
personal  assets. 


The  testator's  personal  estate  not  specifically  be- 
queathed was  insufficient  to  pay  both  his  debts  and  the 
purchase-money  for  the  estate.  The  pecuniary  legatees 
thereupon  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  to  have  the 
testator's  assets  marshalled,  so  as  to  have  the  benefit  of 
the  vendor's  lien  on  the  estate  for  their  unpaid  purchase- 
rooney,  in  case  such  lien  should  be  discharged  out  of 
the  personal  estate. 

Mr. 


(a)  See  30  Beav.  300. 


(6)  lb.  295. 


^^'^^  T  k    if  7'rt,  ^      7»s    MP9I-  IOC  sTmr  T>  midiiug.  hut 

r  !l^!!!L      riMMTfeaiseifc     tli^^  »  -»  -rrtM  xi    ii  ■iiii    n  "iiw  ewe. 

"i^  Tine   »ijpt#ig»  i»str   IS  ivn  iiimB.  inK.  'tHT  wus  the 

r^'muMirt^.fifetreTSfiiAfK  m  :iie  wni   iB±n^  sntfiionie: : 
f>UUh$  f,  J^^kamm  c    ;   P-sanmtm  ▼.    Txia  .x" 

'Jim  JKj^amst  nfiAe  tU\xj^:   I  ±ink  AmL  belbfe  I 

.%i^iV)fi#ily^  (Jk  li»e»te^9  »7  that  they  sre  oititled  to 
f)i^  fvm4»lU  ^(  th^,  v<eiuir>r'»  lien.  Bat  c&e  cfsatrarj  ms 
Avp»r'«^y  /i^itirt^  by  Sr  ./b^  L^ack  in  lijclc  t.  Ant- 
wkk^fip  Htt  Mid  that  a  persoa  haviag  devised  an 
^bHM^  #iw<tb  b«  bad  porcbased,  and  the  Teodor  having 
ihiffAf  bi^  d«i!iea«e  been  paid  a  part  of  the  pnrcbase- 
n^0f0^  #bidi  remaioed  oapaid  at  the  testator*s  death, 
ffHi  of  tb«  decea«ed*8  personal  estate,  the  pecnniarv 
W^$^$jk^  hk4  00  right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  Tender 
in  fk^ytd  of  bis  lien  opon  the  purchased  estate,  to  the 
«xUrfit  of  the  sum  so  received.  There  is  a  distinction 
\mimttt\  «  vendor's  lien  and  a  mortgage  on  the  estate. 
In  the  case  of  a  mortgage,  the  testator  has  converted  his 
rimlty  into  personalty,  but  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  of 
rirfil  mihU  he  has  done  the  opposite.  Birds  v.  Askey  (ft) 
ift  inapplicable. 

He 

(«)  I  Dru.  Sf  Sm.  236.  (/)  2  Myl.  ^Cr.  695. 

\h)  Un  lifov,  465.  ^)  1  Dr«r.  4^  Sm.  242. 


(r)  I  rii/f.  22.  (A)  26  I.  J.,  Chanc.  616. 

(//;  2  (Vi/.  130.  (1)  2  Afy/.  4^  £.  6 

(p)  %  IkG.i  8nL  722,  735.  (k)  24  Bmv.  618. 
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He  also  referred  to  Jarman  an  Wills  (a);   Tombs  y.        1865. 

LlLFORD 

Mr.  Whitbread  in  the  same  interest.  ». 

PuWTB  Kf.CK. 

(No  3.) 
Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Cotton^  for  the  legatees,  were 

Dot  called  on. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  distinction  between  a 
mortgagee's  and  a  vendor's  lien.  I  considered  it  in 
Bird  V.  Askey^  and  my  opinion  remains  unchanged. 
Declare  that  the  legatees  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  vendor's  lien  to  the  extent  to  which  he  has  ex- 
hausted the  personal  estate. 

(«)   Vol.  2,  ch.  46.  (6)  2  Coll.  490. 


ROBINSON    AND  THE   ALLIANCE    BANK   r. 
THE  CHARTERED  BANK  OF  INDIA,  &c. 

rpHE  bill  stated  to  the  following  eflfect : — 

Nov.  6,  9. 
In  1864,  Mr.  i2o&i7i507i  deposited  with  the  Plaintiff  By  the  deed  of 
company  seventy-five  shares  in  the  Defendant  company,  company, 
by  way  of  security  for  money  then  advanced  by  the  jj^*^**  "r!?^ 

Plaintiff  to  any  person 
approved  by 
the  court  of  directors ;  but  it  provided  that  no  person  should  be  entitlea  to  become 
a  transferee  unless  and  until  he  should  be  approved  of  by  the  court: — Held,  that  the 
power  of  reiection  must  be  exercised  reaoonably,  and  that  a  refusal  to  make  any  transfer 
would  not  be  a  reasonable  exercise  of  it. 

A  general  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  a  shareholder  against  directors,  who  had  a 
discretionary  power  of  objecting  to  a  transferee,  to  compel  them  to  approve  of  a  transfer 
to  some  proper  person,  overruled,  the  bill  alleging,  in  substance,  that  they  had  refused 
to  make  any  traoifer  at:ali. 
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PlaintiflT  company.  He  at  the  same  time  executed  a 
deed  of  transfer,  but  not  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  Defendant  company. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Defendant  company 
provided  the  following  formalities  for  the  transfer  of 
shares : — 

"  Transfer  of  Shares. 

"  Article  48.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  these  presents, 
any  shareholder  may  sell  and  transfer  all  or  any  of  his 
shares  to  any  other  person  approved  by  the  Court." 

"Article49.  No  person,  not  beinga  lawful  claimant  of 
a  share,  shall  be  entitled  to  become  a  transferee  of  a 
share  unless  and  until  he  be  approved  by  the  Court'* 


In  July,  1866,  the  Plaintiff  company  instructed  their 
stock  brokers  (Messrs.  Whitehead)  to  sell  these  shares, 
''  and,  in  order  to  facilitate  transfers  to  the  purchasers, 
to  take  a  transfer  from  Mr.  Robinson  to  one  of  them- 
selves, and  they  left  at  the  Defendant's  office  an  appli- 
cation for  one  of  its  forms  of  transfers  of  the  shares  to 
Mr.  Jeffrey  Whitehead.  The  company  refused  to 
authorize  the  transfer  to  be  prepared. 

The  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff  company  wrote  the 
following  letter  to  the  secretary  of  the  Defendant  com- 
pany : — 

''We  are  instructed  by  the  Alliance  Bank  {limited) 
to  write  to  you  on  the  subject  of  the  refusal  of  your 
court  of  directors  to  permit  a  transfer  of  sevenly-five 
shares  in  your  company,  which  are  at  present  standing 
in  your  books  in  the  name  of  Mr.  O.  P.  Robinson." 
It  then  stated  the  deposit  with  the  bank,  and  proceeded  : 
Lately '' they  applied  at  your  bank  for  a  form  of  transfer 
of  the  shares  referred  to,  and  their  broker  was  informed 

by 
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by  you  that  the  directors  declined  to  allow  any  transfer 
of  Mr.  Robinson's  shares.  We  now  beg  to  inquire  the 
reason  of  such  refusal." 

On  the  8th  of  September^  1865,  the  solicitors  of  the 
Defendant,  in  answer  (after  stating  the  48th  and  49th 
rules),  proceeded  as  follows : — "  We  have  advised  the 
directors  that  the  last  clause  entitles  them  to  withhold 
approval  of  any  transferee,  and  consequently  to  refuse 
the  transfer  mentioned  in  your  letter,  and  that  they  are 
entitled  so  to  do  without  assigning  any  reason.  The 
directors  have  decided  to  act  on  our  opinion." 

The  bill  then  alleged  as  follows  : — 

"The  Plaintiffs  submit,  that  the  court  of  directors  of  the 
Defendant  company  is  bound  to  act  on  equitable  prin- 
ciples in  approving  or  disapproving  proposed  transferees 
of  shares,  so  that  no  unnecessary  or  inequitable  obstacles 
may  be  placed  in  the  way  of  the  disposal,  by  shareholders, 
of  their  shares;  and  they  further  submit,  that  any  dis- 
approval by  the  said  court,  under  the  said  article  49, 
ought  to  be  of  a  particular  proposed  transferee,  and  to 
be  accompanied  by  such  reasons  as  may  enable  the  ap- 
plicant to  dispute  the  same,  if  insufficient,  or,  if  sufficient, 
to  propose  another  transferee,  and  that  the  said  court 
cannot,  under  the  said  article,  object  to  a  transfer  of 
any  share  by  the  actual  holder  thereof." 

''  The  Plaintiffs  aver  and  submit,  that  no  just  ground 
of  objection  existed  to  the  said  Mr.  Jeffrey  Whitehead 
as  transferee  of  the  said  shares,  and  that  by  the  refusal 
of  the  Defendant  company,  through  its  said  court,  to 
allow  the  said  proposed  transfer  to  the  said  Mr.  Jeffrey 
Whitehead^  or  any  other  transfer  of  the  said  shares,  they 
(that  is,  both  the  Plaintiff  George  Palmer  Robinson  and 
the  Plaintiff  company)  have  been  and  are  wrongfully 

VOL.  XXXV— !•  G  damnified 
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damnified  and  hindered  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  re- 
spective legal  and  equitable  rights  and  interests  to  and 
in  the  said  shares." 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  company  might 
be  decreed  to  approve  o(  some  proper  person,  to  be 
nominated  by  the  Plaintiff  company,  as  entitled  to 
become  a  transferee  of  the  shares,  and  issue  proper 
forms  and  register  such  transfers,  and  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  refusing  to  allow  any  transfer  to  the 
Plaintiffs,  or  some  proper  nominee  of  the  Plaintiffs. 


To  this  bill  the  Defendant  company  filed  a  general 
demurrer. 


Mr.  Seltcytiy  Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Bowring  in 
support  of  the  demurrer.  By  the  deed  of  settlement, 
which  regulates  the  rights  of  the  parties,  the  directors 
have  an  absolute  discretion  as  to  the  persons  to  be  ad- 
mitted as  shareholders.  The  law  is,  that  a  partnership 
cannot  be  changed  except  with  the  consent  of  all  the 
partners,  and  that  no  new  partner  can  be  forced  on  the 
old  firm.  If  it  were  otherwise,  a  person  might  be  intro- 
duced from  a  rival  concern,  who  would  obtain  access  to 
all  the  secrets  of  the  partnership.  It  depends  on  the 
character,  solvency,  temper,  knowledge  and  interest  of 
a  person,  whether  he  may  or  may  not  be  a  desirable 
person  to  introduce  into  a  company,  and  the  directors 
are  not  bound  to  express  their  reasons  why  they  may 
not  consider  it  advisable,  having  regard  to  the  interests 
of  the  company,  to  admit  a  particular  person  into  the 
concern.  By  contract,  the  shareholders  have  reposed  in 
the  court  of  directors  an  absolute  right,  for  the  interests 
of  the  company,  to  admit  or  reject.  To  oblige  them  to 
give  reasons  would  invite  discussions,  and  deprive  the 
company  of  the  protection  intended  by  the  articles  of 

association. 
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association.  Their  deci8ion  is  final,  and  their  judgment  1866. 
is  not  to  be  controlled  by  the  Court,  nniess  they  exercise 
it  fraudulently.  The  mere  assertion  by  the  Plaintiffs 
that  there  are  no  just  grounds  Tor  refusing  to  transfer 
is  insufficient,  in  the  face  of  the  decision  of  the  board 
of  directors  to  the  contrary.  The  refusal  to  admit  a 
number  of  persons  successively  might  be  evidence  of  un- 
fairness ;  but  here  the  refusal  is  of  a  particular  transfer, 
''the  transfer  mentioned  in  your  letter,*'  that  is,  a  transfer 
to  Mr.  Whitehead^  the  broker  of  a  rival  bank.  That  of 
itself  is  a  sufficient  reason. 

This  bill  asks  the  Court  to  create  a  new  partnership 
against  the  assent  of  the  body  of  existing  partners  ex- 
pressed by  the  directors. 

The  right  of  transfer  is  limited  by  the  deed  of  asso- 
ciation, it  amounts  to  a  right  to  transfer  with  the  assent 
of  all  the  other  shareholders,  which,  for  convenience,  is 
to  be  given  by  the  board  of  directors. 

It  is  not  a  trust,  but  a  matter  of  internal  management, 
with  which  this  Court  never  interferes,  except  in  cases  of 
fraud ;  Foss  v.  HarboUle  (a) ;  Mozley  v.  Alston  {b)  ; 
Inderwick  v.  Snell  (c). 

Mr.  Hobhovse  and  Mr.  Westlake  in  support  of  the 
bill.  The  court  of  directors  have  a  discretion  it  is  true, 
but  it  most  be  reasonably  exercised,  and  when  a  Plain- 
tiff alleges  that  it  is  not  so,  this  Court  must  be  the 
judge  and  determine  the  point  upon  the  evidence  at  the 
hearing.  Here,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill, 
the  Defendants  not  only  refuse  to  transfer  to  Mr.  White* 

head, 

(a)  2  Hare,  461.  (c)  2  Mac.  4-  G.  216. 

(6)  1  PkUlipi,  790. 

g2 


7i0^  It^gTSEi,  t^  1^  ^XCZM^ 


iu  tie  Dtiex^dut  huJ^;  he  kas  pU^  Aca  to  tke 
t^lMiOitt  Ubk  »  fcontj  Ibr  bgmj  advaoccd.  The 
Ftaucitiff  bwQik  reqwred  this  sccvi^  to  be  icaind,  and, 
tiiirig  the  nuat  id  RMmsam^  teH  the  shares.  The  De- 
fmdaot  bank  io  MiUtaoee  aaijs,  "  ve  wiU  not  approte 
or  the  nomiate  of  the  Plaiotiff  bank,  wbosoeTer  be  mty 
Ixf/'  That  in,  as  I  believe,  the  qoestion  which  is  in- 
U'nded  to  be  raised  io  this  sait;  it  canoot,  however,  be 

properly 
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properly  determined  on  this  demurrer  as  the  allegations 
now  stand. 

The  two  clauses  which  relate  to  this  subject  are  the 
48th  and  49th.  The  48th  is  this  :^<' Subject  to  the 
provisions  of  these  presents,  any  shareholder  may  sell 
and  transfer  all  or  any  of  his  shares  to  any  other  person 
approved  by  the  Court." 

The  next  clause  is,  '*  No  person,  not  being  a  lawful 
claimant  of  any  share,  shall  be  entitled  to  become  a 
transferee  of  a  share  unless  and  until  he  be  approved 
by  the  Court."  I  am  not  at  all  clear  what  is  meant  by 
''a  lawful  claimant"  in  this  clause. 


1866. 

RoBiMsoir 

AMD  The 

Alliance 

Bank 

«. 

The 

Chartered 

Bank  op 

India,  &c. 


The  question  is,  whether  the  Defendant  bank  can  be 
compelled  to  approve  of  a  person  as  transferee,  who  is, 
in  all  other  respects,  a  fit  person,  except  that  he  is  a 
nominee  of  a  rival  bank.  I  think  that,  though  this  is, 
as  I  believe,  the  question  to  be  tried,  it  is  not  clearly 
raised  on  this  bill  and  demurrer.  The  letter  of  7th  of 
September,  1865,  from  the  solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff 
company  says  this : — "  Lately,  however,  they  applied  at 
your  bank  for  a  form  of  transfer  of  the  shares  referred  to, 
and  their  broker  was  informed  by  you,  that  the  directors 
declined  to  allow  any  transfer  of  Mr.  Robinson's  shares. 
We  now  beg  to  inquire  the  reason  of  such  refusal." 
That  is  an  allegation  that  they  would  not  allow  the 
transfer  of  any  of  the  shares  at  all.  The  answer  to 
that  is,  giving  a  copy  of  the  two  clauses  of  the  deed 
and  settlement,  and  saying,  "  We  have  advised  the 
directors  that  the  last  clause  entitles  them  to  withhold 
the  approval  of  any  transferee,  and,  consequently,  to 
refuse  the  transfer  mentioned  in  your  letter,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  do  so  without  assigning  any  reason. 
The  directors  have  decided  to  act  on  our  opinion." 

I  think 
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1865*  I  thiok  that  b»  a  rttikfiemeaC  bv  the  IXdiuidu^  coiu- 

^^'y^  (ttoj  chat  chey  will  net  allow  aaj  transit  at  aII,aiMi  not 

MmikVn  ^"^^^7  C^^^  ^^^  *^  Q'l^  allow  a  traiufer  to  a  riral 

AujAvcft  hanking  cocapaaT. 

^,    '^*^  The  Plaiiiti&  alao  aver  tkal  there  u  no  joat  grooiid 

Base  av  of  objection  to  the  transferee  Mr.  WTkiteifrnJ,  and  that 
^  bj  the  refoaal  of  the  companT,  throoeh  ^  coort,  to  alknr 
the  pfopcced  traiufer  to  IFIitnbad^  or  anj  other  transfer, 
they  are  prevented  firook  the  enjojment  of  their  property. 
I  entertnn  do  doabt  that  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
coanpaiij  muA  exerciae  the  power  given  tbem  by  this 
pfOTito  reasooablj,  and  that  to  refuse  to  allow  any 
transfer  to  be  made  to  anybody  would  not  be  a  reason- 
aUe  exercise  of  their  power.  Whether  it  wonld  be  so 
with  respect  to  the  transferee  of  a  rival  bank,  which 
woold  enable  them  to  investigate  its  coocems  or  the 
like,  I  express  no  opinion.  But  thinking  that  the  de- 
murrer was  bami  fidt  filed  for  raisii^  that  question,  1 
propose  to  orernile  it  and  reserve  the  costs  imtil  the 
bearing* 

If  the  question  I  have  adverted  to  is  really  the  ques- 
tion between  the  parties,  I  shall,  in  point  of  fact,  merely 
reserve  it  until  the  bearing. 


NoTB^^te  Benmmgkmi  v.  Skeniaa^  33  Bun.  660;    Fmkdl  ▼. 
Wright,  '4  Hare,  120. 
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YOUNG  V.  SMITH. 

Dec.  9. 
TN    1835,    upon    the    marriage    of    Mr.    and    Mrs.  A  marriage 
St.  John,    certain    property   was  settled   on   the  ^ted'an'agTet- 

usual  trusts.  ni««>t  that  the 

after  acquired 
property  of  the 
The  settlement  recited,  that  it  was  also  agreed,  upon  ^^^®  fu^X 
the  treaty  for  the  said  intended  marriage,  that  in  case  the  covenant 
any  property  or  effects,  either  real  or  personal,  of  the  Jhe^part'of'the 
value  of  600/.  at  one  time,  should  at  any  time  thereafter  husband  only: 
during  the  said  intended  coverture  descend  or  devolve  ^^  wife  was 
lo  Helen  St.  John  or  to  Oliver  St.  John  in  her  right,  ?«» ^^^^  *>y 
such  property  and  eflects  should  be  settled  upon  the      Where  they 

same  or  the  like  trusts  as  were  therein  expressed  and  a««  inconsia- 

^  tent,  the  ope- 

declared  concerning  the  said  trust  funds  and  premises  rative  part  of 

so  agreed  to  be  thereby  settled,  as  aforesaid.  oveMhrre  "  * 

citals;  but 

The  operative  part  of  the  deed,  after  settling  the  rative  part  is 
specified  property,  further  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  «nabiguou», 
and  further  performance  of  the  said  agreement,  Oliver  may  be  re- 
8t.  John  covenanted,  that  if,  at  any  time  or  times  during  '^pi^J^^g 
the  said  intended  coverture,  any  real  or  personal  property  ambiguity, 
of  the  value  of  500/.,  at  any  one  time,  should  descend  or 
devolve  to  or  vest  in  Helen  St.  John  or  to  Oliver  St. 
John  in  her  right,  then  and  in  that  case,  and  as  often  as 
the  same  should  happen,  he,  Oliver  St.  John,  his  heirs, 
executors  or  administrators  would  make,  do  and  execute, 
or  cause  and  procure  to  be  done  and  executed,  all  such 
deeds,  assignments,  conveyances  and  assurances  in  the 
law,  whatsoever,  which  would  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  conveying,  assigning,  assuring  and  confirming  the 
said  real  and  personal  estate,  in  such  manner  as  that 

(regard 
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(regard  being  had  for  the  nature  and  quality  of  the 
premises  respectively)  the  said  real  and  personal  estate 
should  be  vested  in  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time 
being  of  the  settlement,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents 
and  purposes  as  would  best  and  nearest  correspond  with 
the  trusts,  intents  and  purposes  thereinbefore  declared 
and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  trust  monies  and 
premises  thereby  settled. 

Oliver  St.  John  died  on  the  16th  day  of  November, 
1844. 

In  1862,  upon  the  death  of  her  mother  (the  tenant  for 
life)  Mrs.  St.  John  became  entitled  to  a  share  in  the 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate  of  her  father  (about 
2,447/.  stock),  who  had  died  in  1841. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  sum  was  bound  by 
the  covenant  to  settle  contained  in  the  deed  of  1835. 

Mr.  Selwt/n  and  Mr.  Herbert  Smith  for  Mrs.  St.  John, 
and  Mr.  Jessel  for  an  incumbrancer.  The  fund  in  ques- 
tion is  not  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  It  is 
not  an  executory  instrument,  and  the  covenant  is  that 
of  the  husband  alone,  which  in  no  respect  binds  the 
wife.  If  the  recital  and  the  operative  part  do  not  agree, 
the  latter  must  prevail.  The  contract  is  that  of  the 
husband,  and  was  merely  intended  to  control  his  marital 
interest. 

The  case  is  governed  by  the  authorities :  Peachey  on 
Settlements  (a) ;  Ramsden  v.  Smith  {J})\  Reid  v.  Ken* 
rick  (c) ;  Grey  v.  Sttutrt  (d). 

Mr. 

(fl)  Paf^e  523.  (r)  1  Jur,  (N.  S)  897. 

(6)  2  Drew,  298.  (d)  2  Gif,  398. 
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Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Archibald  Smith  for  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement  The  first  question  is, 
whether  this  property ,  which  remained  reversionary  until 
1862,  comes  within  the  terms, ''  descend  or  devolve  to  or 
vest  in"  the  Petitioner  during  the  coverture. 

[The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  :  I  am  disposed  to  think 
it  does.] 

Then  comes  the  second  question,  whether,  taking  the 
recital  and  operative  part  together,  they  amount  to 
a  contract  between  the  parties  that  this  property  should 
be  settled,  for  if  so,  the  Petitioner  is  bound  to  settle  it. 
The  law  is,  that  whenever  there  is  an  apparent  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  that  an  act  shall  be  done, 
though  there  be  no  express  words  of  covenant,  yet,  if 
the  parlies  set  their  seals  thereto,  it  will  amount  to  a 
covenant;  Hollis  v.  Carr^d). — In  that  case,  the  deed 
contained  a  recital  of  an  intention  to  levy  a  fine ;  there 
was  no  covenant  to  levy  it,  but  only  that  the  fine  should 
be  for  the  security  of  a  portion.  It  was  held,  that  this 
constituted  a  covenant  to  levy  the  fine.  Here  the 
agreement  recited  is  positive,  that  **  such  property  and 
efiects  shall  be  settled.'* 

This  case  is  like  Butcher  v.  Butcher  (£),  where  it  was 
agreed  between  all  parties,  but  the  covenant  was  that  of 
the  husband  alone,  yet  it  was  held  binding  on  the  wife. 
Hammond  v.  Hammond  (c)  is  distinguishable,  for  there 
the  husband's  covenant  was  limited  to  acts  '*  so  far  as 
he  was  concerned,"  and,  therefore,  did  not  extend  to  the 
wife.    The  wife,  who  has  executed  the  settlement,  is 

bound 

(o)   FretfMm  (C.  C.)  3,  and  (b)  14  Beav.  222. 

3  Swatui,  638.  (c)  1^  ^^v.  29. . 
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bound   by  it  and  estopped  from  setting  up  anything 
contrary  to  the  agreement  ej[ pressed  in  the  deed. 

The  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  husband  only  it 
taken  from  the  old  forms  used  previous  to  Purdew  v. 
Jackson{a\  when  it  was  supposed  that  a  husband  had 
the  power  of  disposing  of  the  reversionary  interest  of  bis 
wife. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  an 
order  for  the  transfer  to  her  of  this  fund. 

It  is  important  to  keep  the  separate  parts  of  a  deed 
clear  and  distinct :  the  recitals  and  operative  parts  ought 
to  be  carefully  distinguished  :  where  they  are  at  variance, 
the  operative  part  is  that  which  is  officious,  and  the 
recital  is  ineffectual  and  produces  no  effect.  A  recital 
may  explain  an  ambiguity  in  the  operative  part,  but  it 
cannot  have  the  effect  of  introducing  a  covenant  into  it, 
A  very  dangerous  result  would  follow  if  I  held  otherwise, 
for  I  should,  by  means  of  this  recital,  introduce  into  the 
body  of  this  deed  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lady 
to  settle  her  after-acquired  property. 

The  recitals  in  deeds  are  occasionally  very  loosely 
framed,  but  I  adhere  to  what  I  said  in  Hammond  v. 
Hammond  (i),  to  the  effect  that  where  the  operative  part 
of  a  deed  is  at  variance  with  the  recital,  the  proper 
mode  of  dealing  with  the  case  is,  to  act  on  the  operative 
part,  unless  and  until  the  deed  has  been  reformed.  The 
recital  may  still  be  used  as  evidence  in  a  suit  for  re- 
forming the  settlement. 

The 

(fl)  1  Ruu.  1.  {b)  19  Beav.  29. 
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The  effect  of  this  deed  is  simply  this: — The  recital 
states  that  it  is  agreed,  that  the  wife's  future  property 
shall  be  settled,  and  the  husband  alone  covenants  to 
settle  it.  I  do  not  know  on  what  principle  I  can  control 
the  operative  part  of  a  deed  by  the  recital,  and  extend  it 
if  I  cannot  restrict  it.  Here,  in  order  to  bind  the  Peti- 
tioner, I  must  strike  out  the  covenant  of  the  husband, 
and  introduce  one  of  the  husband  and  wife. 


91 


18fi& 


YOUMO 
V. 

Smith. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  would  be  unwarranted  by 
any  authority. 

In  Butcher  v.  Butcher  (a),  the  agreement  between  the 
parties  was  contained  in  the  operative  part  of  the  deed, 
and  I  was  of  opinion,  that  it  was  part  of  the  operative 
part  of  the  deed,  and  constituted  a  covenant  by  all 
parties.  Here  I  find  nothing  in  the  operative  part  but 
the  husband's  covenant  that  he  will  settle.  The  useful 
office  of  a  recital  is  to  explain  any  ambiguity  in  the 
o|>erative  part,  as  in  the  c^se  o(  Moore  v.  Magrath(b) 
in  regard  to  the  parcels.  But  it  would  be  a  very  dif- 
ferent thing  to  introduce  a  covenant  by  another  person. 

The  case  of  Hollis  v.  Carr  (c)  is  very  distinct.  There 
was  a  recital  of  an  intention  to  levy  a  fine,  and  the  cove- 
nants declared  the  uses  of  the  fine  to  be  to  secure  a  sum 
of  money  on  the  property.  The  deed  would  have  been 
inoperative  without  the  fine,  and  when  you  agree  to  do 
an  act,  it  implies  a  covenant  to  do  all  which  is  necessary 
to  perfect  it. 

I  am  of  opinion,  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  an  order 
for  the  transfer  to  her  of  the  fund. 


(a)  14  Bmv.  222. 

(b)  Cowper,  9. 


(c)  2  Freem.  (C.  C.)  3,  and 
3  Utoan.  G38. 
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Dec.  9. 

Husband  and 
wife  mort' 


In  re  INSOLE. 


Ty/TR.  INSOLE  died  in   1831,  having  bequeathed 
gaged"thT        -^"^     one-sixth  of  his  personal  estate  to  Thomas  Insok 

wife's  rever-      for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children, 
sionary  inte- 
rest in  a  fund. 

Afterwards,  j^  jgso,  Eliza  (one  of  the  six  children  of  Thomas 

and  before  the  '  ^ 

reversion  fell     Insole)  married  Alfred  Puckle,  and  in  1864,  Mr.  and 

rion  ^the^fe    ^^^'  Puckle  executed  a  mortgage  to  the  Consolidated 

obtained  a  de-  Investment  and  Assurance  Company  for  125/.  and  in- 

dafseMration.  Merest,  and  they  afterwards  executed  a  second  mortgage 

Upon  the  re-     tO  Mr.  Barker. 
version  after- 
wards falling 

baud's^HfJ^''^       In  1863,  Mrs.  Puckle  obtained  a  decree  for  judicial 
time:— He^,    separation  from  her  husband, 
that  the  mort- 
gage did  not 
aflectit,and         In   1865,   Thomas  Insole^  the  tenant  for   life,   died, 

belonged  ab-     ^^^   ^^^    trustees    paid   Mrs.   Puckle*s    share    (427/.) 

solutely  to  the   into  Court. 

wife. 

This  was  a  petition  by  Mrs.  Puckle  and  of  the 
persons  to  whom,  in  1864,  she  had  mortgaged  her  in- 
terest, praying  payment  to  them  of  the  fund  according 
to  their  interests. 

Mr.  Bagshawe  in  support  of  the  petition.  The  Peti- 
tioners are  entitled  to  the  fund  discharged  of  the  mort- 
gages executed  prior  to  the  judicial  separation  and  of 
all  claim  of  Mr.  Puckle  The  mortgages  which  were 
executed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Puckle  affected  only  the 
husband's  interest,  and  in  no  respect  bound  Mrs. 
Puckle,  and  the  interest  of  the  husband  determined  by 
the  decree  of  judicial  separation.     By  the  20  &  21  Vict. 

C.85, 
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c  86,  s.  25  (1867),  Mrs.  Puckle,  from  the  date  of  the  1866. 
sentence  and  while  it  continues,  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
feme  sole  with  respect  to  property  which  she  may 
acquire  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her. 
And  by  the  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  108,  property  of  or  to 
which  the  wife  was  possessed  or  entitled  for  an  estate  in 
remainder  or  reversion,  at  the  date  of  the  decree  of 
judicial  separation,  is  included  in  the  protection  given 
by  that  decree. 

Mr.  Schomherg  and  Mr.  Speed  for  the  company  and 
for  Mr.  Barker.  The  statutes  of  1857  and  1868  cannot 
alter  the  antecedent  rights  under  the  mortgage  of 
1864.  The  mortgage  by  tlie  husband  and  wife,  no 
doubt,  gave  only  a  defeasible  title,  that  is,  the  mort- 
gagee took  subject  to  the  chance  of  the  husband  sur- 
viving the  period  of  the  reversion  falling  into  possession. 
Subject  to  that  condition  and  to  the  right  to  a  settle- 
ment, the  husband  and  his  mortgagees  took  an  absolute 
interest  in  the  fund.  Mrs.  Puckle  is  entitled  to  a  settle- 
ment of  the  fund,  as  in  22^  WhittingkanCs  Trusty  but 
that  will  give  her  a  life  interest  only.  The  first  act 
merely  applies  to  property  which  might  devolve  on  the 
wife  after  the  decree,  and  the  second,  though  extending 
to  reversions,  means  subject  to  the  existing  charges  and 
mortgages  prior  to  the  act  The  mortgages  of  the  wife 
alone  cannot  prevail  against  the  prior  ones  of  herself 
and  husband. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to 
the  order  which  they  ask.  In  fact,  the  only  effect  of  a 
mortgage  of  the  reversionary  interest  of  a  married  woman 
by  the  husband,  though  the  wife  joins  in  it,  is,  to 
mortgage  the  interest  of  the  husband  alone,  and  nothing 

more. 
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1866.  more.  A  person  who  makes  advances  on  such  a  security 
runs  the  risk  that,  at  or  before  the  time  of  payment 
arrives,  the  husband  will  have  been  able  to  acquire  the 
charged  property.  The  clause  of  the  20  &  2  i  Vict.  c.  108, 
disposes  of  the  right  of  the  husband ;  for  the  moment 
the  judicial  separation  takes  place,  the  right  of  tlie 
husband  is  gone  as  if  he  were  dead.  The  first  act 
applies  to  "  property  of  every  description,  which  she  may 
acquire,  or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her." 
The  second  act  includes  reversions  to  which  the  wife 
was  entitled  at  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  this  was  a 
reversion  which  came  to  her  after  the  separation*  The 
husband  mortgages  a  legacy  which  was  payable  to  her 
after  the  death  of  her  father ;  but  if  the  husband  had 
died  previously  to  that  period,  the  mortgage  would 
have  been  worth  nothing. 

The  first  act  says,  that  "  property  of  every  description*' 
may  be  disposed  of  by  her,  in  all  respects,  as  a  feme 
sole;  she  may  sell,  mortgage  or  squander  it;  then  why 
am  I  to  cut  down  the  words  and  say  she  can  only 
dispose  of  a  life  interest  in  it.  The  clause  goes  on  to 
say,  that  on  her  decease  it  shall  **  go  as  if  her  husband 
bad  been  then  dead."  Therefore,  as  soon  as  the  judicial 
separation  takes  place,  she  may  deal  with  her  property 
in  all  respects  as  difeme  sole;  she  may  assign  or  leave  it 
to  whomsoever  she  pleases,  and  if  she  dies  intestate,  her 
husband  is  excluded,  subject  to  what  may  happen  in 
case  she  should  return  to  live  with  her  husband. 

The  Respondents  are  not  entitled  to  costs  out  of  the 
fund. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


MONTEFIORE  v.  BEHRENS. 

Dee.  7. 
/^N  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Behrens  in  1843,  A  married 
^^     a  sum  of  10,000/.  Consols,  which  belonged  to  rrTentLd 
Mrs.  JBehrens,  was  settled  on  her  for  life,  and  after  her  ^o  « legacy- 
death    to   pay   the  dividends   to    Mr.  Behrens  "  until  settled  it  on 

Sampson  Lucas  Behrens  should,  at  any  time,  assign,  ^®^^".^, 

-  .  ...  ;.   . ,       .     "^"^  children, 

transfer  or  in  any  manner  part  with  the  same  dividends  reserving  to 

and  annual  produce,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  ^^r^  d"!*^* 

should  execute  any  assignment  or  other  assurance,  con-  minable  on  his 

tract,  act,  matter  or  thing  whatsoever,  by  means  whereof  &c":— 5ffJ^ 

the  same  should  be  aliened  or  incumbered,  either  at  law  tl^at  the  liini- 

or  in  equity,  or  until  Sampson  Lucas  Behrens  should  valid. 

assign,  transfer,  or  in  any  manner  part  with  the  same,      ^^^^V^ 

or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or  should  execute  any  a.  B.  until 

assignment  or  other  assurance,  contract,  act,  matter  or  &*c  o^^ntil' 

thing  whatsoever,  by  means  whereof  the  same  should  be  hyanvactor 

aliened  or  incumbered,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  or  by  any  other 

until  (if  it  should  so  happen)  Sampson  Lucas  Behrens  ,^*y»t  it  should 

become  vested 
should  be  declared  a  bankrupt,  or  take  the  benefit  of  in  or  the  pro- 

any  act  or  acts  of  parliament  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  Pf^y  ofany 
■^  ^  other  person, 

debtors,  or  the  said  dividends  and  annual  produce  or  A  creditor  of 

the    beneficial    interest,   intended   for   Sampson   Lucas  ajudlrme^t" 

Behnns  under  the  trust  thereinafter  contained  of  and  against  him 

in  the  said  moiety  of  10,600/.  £3  per  Cent  Consolidated  under  the'^' 

Annuities,  or  any  part  thereof,  respectively,  should  other-  '  ^^  ^^^' 

wise,  by  the  act  or  default  of  Sampson  Lucas  Behrens,  or  on  the  fund:' 

by  operation  of  law  without  his  act  or  default,  or  by  any  "J^^^'-^^l 

other  ways  or  means,  become  vested  in  or  the  property  rest  had 

of  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever ;  and  from  nii^nedf 

and  afler  the  determination  of  the  trust  declared  for  the 

bene6t  of  Sampson  Lucas  Behrens,  on  certain  trusts  for 

the  children  of  the  marriage. 

In 
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In  1846,  Mrs.  Behrens  became  entitled  to  a  legacy  of 
600/.,  which  was  transferred  by  the  executors  to  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement,  to  be  held  on  the  same  trusts 
as  those  expressed  in  the  settlement  of  1843,  and  a 
memorandum  to  that  effect  was  endorsed  on  the  settle- 
ment. 

Mrs.  Behrens  died  in  1854. 

In  Marchj  1858,  Mr.  Hughes  obtained  a  charging 
order  on  the  500/.  for  54/.  6«. ;  and  in  Aprils  1858, 
Messrs.  Camps  and  Partridge  obtained  a  cbaipng 
order  on  the  500/.  for  3/.  155.  \\d.  debt,  and  9/.  8^. 
costs. 

In  March^  1864,  Mr.  Behrens  was  duly  declared  an 
outlaw  in  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  trustees  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  trusts,  and  a  question  arose  as  to  the 
forfeiture  by  Mr,  Behrens  of  his  interest  in  the  settled 
property. 

Mr.  Jessel  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Renshaw  for  the  children. 

Mr.  Freeman  for  the  Defendant  Hughes.  The  600/. 
belonged  to  the  husband  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  the 
wife,  who  was  then  sufficiently  provided  for  by  the 
prior  settlement  of  the  10,000/.,  had  no  equity  to  any 
further  settlement.  Practically,  therefore,  the  500/. 
belonged  to  Mr.  Behrens  himself,  and  the  law  does  not 
allow  a  man  to  settle  his  own  property  in  such  a  way 
as  to  go  over  on  his  bankruptcy,  or  in  any  other 
way  so  as  to  defeat  the  legal  rights  of  his  creditors. 

The 
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The  clause  of  forfeiture  is  therefore  void  ;  Higinhotham        1865. 
V.  Holme  (a),  ^-^n*^*^ 

MoNTSriORK 
9, 

The  chaining  order  created  no  forfeiture ;  it  was  no  Bbhrbm •• 
act  of  the  debtor.  The  charge,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110,  s.  14,  was  not  one  created  by  the  debtor  himselfi 
and  it  only  gave  to  the  creditor  the  same  remedies  as  if 
the  debtor  had  charged  the  500/.  There  was  no  for- 
feiture, at  all  events,  until  the  outlawry. 

Mr.  Pemherion^  for  Camps  and  Partridge^  cited 
WhitJUldy.PrickeiUjb). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  against  you  on  both  points.  This  was  the  wife's 
property,  and  I  think  that  she  was  entitled  to  have  it 
settled  if  she  and  her  husband  thought  fit  that  it  should 
be,  and  that  he  could  give  up  his  marital  claims  without 
waiting  to  be  compelled  to  do  so.  It  is  the  same  thing 
as  if  the  settlement  had  been  made  by  the  Court,  or  as 
if  the  trustees  had  resisted  payment  of  the  legacy  until 
a  settlement  of  it  had  been  made.  According  to  the 
authorities,  the  wife  herself  might  have  filed  a  bill  for 
that  purpose,  and  this  is  certain :  —that  if  a  suit  had 
been  instituted,  and  the  husband  and  wife  had  agreed 
on  these  as  the  terms  of  a  settlement,  the  Court  would  ^ 
have  settled  the  legacy  at  once,  and  then  all  the  trusts 
of  this  settlement  would  have  been  valid  and  binding. 

The  words  are  these :  the  income  is  to  be  paid  to  him 
until  by  his  act  or  default  or  by  operation  of  law  it 
becomes  the  property  of  another  person.  He  has  done 
that  by  which  (except  for  the  proviso)  it  would  become 
the  property  of  the  creditor. 

It 

{a)  19  Vet,  88.  (6)  13  Sim,  259. 
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1865. 

MoNTBflORX 

r. 

BmKBMf. 


It  is  impossible  to  say  that  a  charging  order  is  not  a 
charge.  If  I  were  to  decide  otherwise,  I  must  then 
hold  that  a  charge  is  not  a  charge.  It  is  true  that  a 
judgment  creates  a  charge  on  lands,  but  not  on  stock, 
and  that  you  must  obtain  a  charging  order  upon  the 
judgment  for  that  purpose  ;  but  that  has  been  obtained, 
and  it  has  become  a  charge  on  the  property  charged. 


The  result  is,  that  the  fund  must  be  handed  over  to 
the  children. 


Nov  22. 

Dec,  6. 


DE  HOGHTON  v.  MONEY. 


The  principle       A  LL  the  parties  to  the  present  suit  were  officers  in  a 


established  by 
a  great  num- 
ber of  cases, 
is,  that  it  will 
not  interfere 
between  volun* 
teers  (in  the 
legal  sense  of 
the  term),  but 


volunteer   rifle  regiment,   whose   head   quarters 
were  at  Hozton. 


The  Defendant,  Mr.  Cotton,  kept  a  tavern  at  Hoxton, 

adjoining  to  which  there  was  a  piece  of  leasehold  land 

used  as  a  drilling-ground  for  the  regiment.     In  1861, 

will  leave  them  ]ilr,  Co^/on,  thinking  it  would  be  beneficial  to  him  in 

remedy  at  law,  increasing  and  improving  his  business,  by  establishing 

whatever  that^  ^j^g  ^jflg  corps  in  that  place,  purchased  this  piece  of  land, 

Court  will         which  was  held  at  a  peppercorn  rent,  for  500/. 
neither,  at  the  c 

instance  of  the  ^^^^ 

donor  who 

repents  his  gif>,  cause  the  deed  of  gif^  to  be  delivered  up,  nor  will  it,  at  the  instance  of 
the  donee,  interfere  to  complete  an  imperfect  deed  of  gift. 

A  purchaser  for  value  of  real  estate  cannot  come  into  the  Court  of  Chancery  to 
have  a  prior  voluntary  deed,  void  under  the  27th  £/i«.  c.  5,  delivered  up  to  be 
cancellea.  The  Court,  in  such  a  case,  leaves  both  parties  to  their  legal  rights  and 
remedies. 

A,  B.  entered  into  a  voluntary  agreement  as  to  a  leasehold  with  C.  O.,  and  he  afbr- 
wards  contracted  to  sell  it  to  E,  F,  for  valuable  consideration : — Held,  that  a  suit  by 
E.  F.  against  A,  B.  and  C.  D,f  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  declared  and  the 
voluntary  agreement  cancelled,  could  not  be  maintained. 


Dfi  Hoouroft 
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Some  negotiations  afterwards  took  place  between 
Mr.  Cotton  and  Mr.  Money  (the  lieutenant-colonel  of 
the  regiment)  as  to  this  land.  On  the  16th  of  February^ 
1862,  Mr.  Money  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  (the  colonel  of  ^omey. 
the  regiment)  pressing  him  to  buy  the  land,  and  to  let 
it  at  as  small  a  rental  as  he  could  to  the  corps  [see  post, 
p.  103]. 

To  this  the  Plaintiff  replied,  that  he  was  prepared  to 
purchase  for  530/.  and  sublet  it  to  the  regiment  for  seven 
years  for  50/.  a  year  [see  post,  p.  104], 

On  the  3rd  of  March,  1862,  the  Plaintiff  sent 
Mr.  Money  a  cheque  for  the  purchase-money ;  it  was, 
however,  never  paid  over,  but  was  returned  to  the  Plain- 
tiff some  time  afterwards.  The  purchase  from  Cotton 
was  not  completed,  and  some  misunderstanding  respect- 
ing the  matter  having  taken  place  between  Cotton  and 
Mr.  Money,  Cotton,  on  the  1 1th  of  March,  1862,  wrote 
to  Money  stating  he  was  willing  to  give  the  regiment 
*'  the  full  and  entire  use"  of  the  piece  of  ground  for  the 
remainder  of  the  lease,  if  the  regiment  should  so  long 
exist,  and  that  he  would  give  200/.  for  building.  The 
regiment  was  to  level  the  ground  and  pay  I/,  per  annum 
**  as  an  acknowledgment  that  the  ownership  of  the  lease 
still  remained  with  him/' 

Mr.  Money,  on  receiving  this  letter,  signed  it  and  had 
it  stamped  as  a  lease,  and  paid  the  1/.  rent.  Disagree- 
ments subsequently  took  place  in  consequence  of  Mr. 
Money  having  claimed  the  land. 

On  the  24th  of  May,  1864,  Co/ ton  agreed  in  writing 
to  sell  the  land  to  the  Plaintiff  for  550/.  without  any 
reservation  whatever  (except  as  to  a  disputed  right 
claimed  by  Mr.  Money  in  respect  of  the  letter  addressed 
to  him  by  Mr.  Cotton  dated  the  11th  of  March,  1862). 

H  2  On 
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1865.  On  the   10th  of  June^  1864,   Money  purported  to 

assign  the  leasehold  to  the  Defendant  Hook  (a  captain 
in  the  regiment)  and  to  himself  in  trust  for  the  corps. 


De  Hoobtom 

9. 

Money. 


This  suit  was  instituted  on  the  20th  of  July,  1864, 
by  De  Hoghton  against  Money ^  and  against  Cotton  and 
Hook^  insisting  that  the  letter  of  the  II th  of  March^ 
1862,  had  been  obtained  from  Cotton  by  '' surprise,  con- 
cealment and  improper  influence,"  and  was  void. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties;  that  the  letter  of  the  11th  of  March,  1862, 
might  be  cancelled  ;  that  the  conveyance  to  Hook  might 
be  declared  void  ;  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  of  the  24th  oi  May,  1864,  and  that  Cotton 
might  execute  a  conveyance,  and  that  Money  and  Hook 
might  join  in  it. 

Mr.  Baggallay^  Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  FT.  D.  Bruce,  for 

the  PlaintiflT,  cited  Cooke  v.  Lamotte  (a). 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Stock,  for  Cotton,  did  not 
oppose,  and  referred  to  the  8^9  Vict,  c,  106. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  C  T.  Simpson  and  Mr.  T.  Salter, 
for  Money  and  Hook,  referred  to  26  ^27  Vict.  c.  65, 
8.  25;  Tasker  v.  Small  {b). 

Mr.  Jessel  in  reply.     Wright  v.  Vernon  (c). 


The 


(a)  15  Bern.  240.  (c)  7  H.  of  L.  Ca$.  35. 

(6)  3  MyL  i  Cr.  63. 
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1865. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Dk  Hoobtom 


This  is  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  con-  «• 

tract  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 


Mr.  Cotton  on  the  24th  May^  1864,  for  the  assignment 
of  a  piece  of  land  held  by  him  on  leasehold  tenure,  and 
also  for  the  delivering  up  and  cancellation  of  a  letter  of 
the  11th  of  March,  1862,  written  by  the  Defendant 
Mr.  Cotton  and  sent  to  the  Defendant  Mr.  Money, 

The  specific  performance  is  a  matter  of  course,  no  one 
resists  it.  The  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done  with  the 
letter?  The  prayer  of  the  bill,  for  this  purpose,  is  novel 
in  form,  but  one  which  the  pleader  evidently  was  com- 
pelled to  adopt  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  It 
is  as  follows: — 

That  the  rights  of  the  parties  may  be  declared,  and 
that  it  may  be  declared  that  the  letter  of  the  11th  of 
March,  1862,  conveyed  no  estate  or  interest  to  Mqney^ 
and  was  intended  to  operate  as  a  revocable  licence; 
that  the  indenture  of  the  10th  of  June,  1864,  may  be 
declared  void  and  cancelled;  that  the  agreement  of 
the  24th  of  May^  1864,  may  be  specifically  performed, 
and  that  Money  and  Hook  may  join  in  the  assignment, 
and  for  an  injunction  against  Money  and  Hook  to 
prevent  them  interfering  with  the  ground. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows: — The  Plaintiff 
was  the  colonel  of  the  6M  Tower  Hamlets  Rifle  Volun- 
teen,  the  Defendant  Mr.  Money  is  the  lieutenant- 
colonel  of  that  corps,  and  therefore  commands  it,  and 
in  whom  all  of  the  property  of  the  corps  vests.  The 
other  Defendant,  Mr.  Cotton,  is  also  an  oflicer  in  that 
corps,  and  was,  at  the  time  when  the  transaction 
occurred,  the  owner  of  the  Royal  Standard  Tavern, 
where  he  seems  to  have  carried  on  a  thriving  business 

as 
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1865.  ^  A  victualler,  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the 
place  where  the  6ih  Tower  Hamlets  Rifle  Volunteers 
carried  on  their  drills  and  parades  and  where  their  bead 
quarters  were  established.  Adjoining  to  the  regimental 
drill  hall,  was  a  triangular  piece  of  ground  of  a  little 
under  half  an  acre  in  size,  which  might  be  made  ex- 
tremely commodious  for  the  drilling  of  the  corps  and 
for  the  erection  of  a  mess  room  and  a  library.  In  1861, 
Mr.  Cotton  bought  the  residue  of  the  term  in  this  plot 
of  land  for  600/  ;  the  residue  of  the  term  was  thirty-6ve 
years  from  22nd  June^  1862,  and  the  rent  was  a  pepper- 
corn. The  conveyance  was  made  to  him  in  1862.  I  think 
that  the  fair  result  of  the  evidence  is,  that  Mr.  Cotton 
bought  this  piece  of  land,  thinking  that  it  would  be 
beneficial  to  him  in  increasing  and  improving  the  busi- 
ness he  carried  on,  by  drawing  to  or  establishing  the 
rifle  corps  in  that  place.  On  the  1st  ot  Avgust^  1861, 
Mr.  Cotton  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Money ^  which  was  as 
follows : — 

"  Royal  Standard,  City  Road, 
"Sir,  ''August  1st,  1861. 

'*  I  have  much  pleasure,  in  accordance  with  my 
promise,  in  forwarding  you  ten  guineas,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  allow  me  to  express  a  wish  that  your  company 
may  continue  to  prosper  as  it  has  done  since  you  took 
the  command.     The   splendid    manner  in   which   you 
have  taken  possession  oF  this  building  is  most  commend- 
able, and  places  the  corps  in  a  position  to  carry  our 
their  military  arrangements  second  to  none  in  the  me 
tropolis,  and  only  second  to  the  South  Middlesex  in  U" 
suburbs.     If  I  might  be  allowed  the  liberty,  I  shou 
most  respectfully  suggest,  that  a  reading-room  would 
a  valuable  and  highly  appreciated  addition  to  the  c 
veniences  you  have  already  secured.     I  am  not  a? 
that  your  premises  will  admit  of  such  a  thing;  if  n 
am  prepared  to  build  you  one  with  an  entrance  en 

d' 
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dititinct  from  my  premises.     Hoping  that  ibis  propoeitioQ        1865. 
may  be  received  by  you  favorably,  and  that  the  inclosed 
donation  will   be  sufficient  to  make  me  an  honorary 
member  of  your  corps,  Mohbt. 

**  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  Sir, 

"  Yours  most  respectfully, 

"  George  Cotton:' 

But  there  is  nothing  in  it  to  shew  that  this  was  to  be 
gratuitous. 

After  this,  some  negotiation  took  place  between  Mr. 
Cotton  and  Mr.  Money,  and  on  the  16th  February, 
1862,  Mr.  Money,  writing  to  the  Plaintiff,  gives  the 
following  account  of  this,  and  makes  a  proposal  which 
was  accepted  with  a  little  qualification.  Mr.  Money*$ 
letter  is  as  follows : — 

"  10th  February,  1862. 
'*I«ast  night  Mr.  Cottons  solicitor  said  Met  any  man 
take  the  purchase  o6P  his  hands.'  The  ground  is  well 
worth  the  money,  and  any  one  may  have  it  at  the  cost 
price  to  Mr.  Cotton.  I  hare  no  doubt  you  would  find 
it  a  fair  investment ;  it  is  a  large  piece  of  land  in  the 
centre  of  a  thickly  populated  neighbourhood  with  all 
Mr.  Sturt*M  property  round,  and  it  must  increase  in  value, 
as  that  property  has  so  immeasurably  increased.  It  has 
thirty  odd  years  to  run,  at  a  most  trifling  ground  rent, 
and  the  price  is  something  under  550L  Your  money 
would  be  perfectly  safe,  and  if  you  would  build  the  room 
upon  it,  and  (if  yon  like  it)  lease  the  whole  to  us  at  as 
small  a  rental  as  you  could,  you  would  really  be  con- 
ferring a  great  boon  on  the  corps  and  one  most  calculated 
to  make  us  hold  our  beads  above  water.  You  know  that 
I  have  it  not  in  my  power  to  do  such  a  thing  myself  or 
I  would  not  ask  you. 

"  Ever  most  truly  yours, 

"^  a.  H.  Money:' 
The 
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1866.       The  PlaintiflTs  answer  to  Mr.  Money  is  as  follows: — 

«  22nd  February,  1862. 
**  My  dear  Money, 

**  Under  the  circumstances  stated  in  your  note  of 
the  1 6th  instant  (assuming  there  are  no  objectionable 
covenants  and  the  ground  rent  to  be  nominal),  I  am 
prepared  to  purchase  Mr.  Cotton's  lease  of  thirty-two 
years  at  the  price  paid  by  him,  say  630/.  This  effected, 
I  am  further  prepared  to  sublease  it  to  yourself  and 
others,  on  behalf  of  the  regiment,  for  seven  years,  at  60/. 
per  annum.  As  I  should  subscribe  60/.  annually,  so 
long  as  I  remain  connected  with  the  corps,  the  rent 
during  such  time  would  amount  to  nil.  The  convey- 
ance to  me  must  be  free  of  cost,  and  the  regiment  will 
be  at  liberty  to  erect  such  buildings  on  the  land  as  they 
consider  requisite. 

"  Yours  very  truly, 

'« Henry  Hoghtmr 

This  went  on  for  some  time,  and  an  appointment  was 
actually  made  to  complete  the  transaction  and  pay  the 
price  (a  cheque  for  which  had  been  sent  by  the  Plaintiff 
on  the  3rd  of  March,  1862),  when  the  whole  was  stopped 
by  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Cotton  to  Mr.  Money,  which 
is  as  follows : — 

''March  11th,  1862. 
"  My  dear  Colonel, 

'*  I  much  regret  the  apparent  little  misunder- 
standing that  has  occurred  between  you  and  myself 
respecting  the  purchase  of  the  ground  adjoining  the  new 
drill  hall.  It  is  perhaps  now  hardly  worth  while  to  go 
into  explanations,  which  I  can  better  give  verbally  when 
we  meet.  However,  I  wish  you  and  the  officers  of  the 
6M  Tower  Hamltts  Rifles  to  clearly  understand,  that  \i 
was  always  my  intention  and  wish  that  the  regimen 
should  enjoy  the  use  of  that  piece  of  ground  at  my  ei 

pen 
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pensc  and  for  the  period  of  my  lease,  if  the  regiment        1865. 

should  exist  so  long,  and  that  I  would  build,  for  the  use      "'-^^''^ 
-  ,  .  ^^  Db  Hoobton 

of  the  regiment,  a  mess  room.     Of  course  it  was  not  my  ». 

intention  to  part  with  the  lease  itself,  and  in  case  the  Mowbt. 
regiment  should  cease  to  exist  before  the  termination  of 
my  lease,  or  in  case  the  regiment  should  not  require  the 
ground,  then,  and  in  either  of  these  cases,  it  would  re- 
turn to  me  as  the  owner  of  the  lease.  Now,  to  terminate 
all  misunderstandings  upon  the  point,  permit  me  to  say, 
that  I  am  now  willing  to  give  our  regiment  (the  6lh 
Tower  HamUti),  for  the  whole  term  of  my  lease,  the  full 
and  entire  use  of  that  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  situate 
near  the  new  drill  hall,  HoxtoUy  formerly  a  theatre,  and 
of  which  I  have  purchased  the  remainder  of  the  lease 
from  Mr.  Thome,  if  the  regiment  should  exist  so  long 
and  if  the  regiment  should  require  it  for  that  period, 
upon  this  understanding: — that  the  regiment,  from  its 
own  funds  or  otherwise,  will  level  or  cause  to  be  filled 
up  the  said  piece  of  ground,  and  will  so  prepare  the  same 
as  to  fit  it  for  a  proper  drill  ground,  for  which  purposes 
only  it  is  to  be  used.  I  will  also  give  to  the  regimental 
funds  the  sum  of  200/.,  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
building  an  armory  and  mess  room,  with  other  accom- 
modations for  the  use  of  the  said  regiment,  and  for  regi- 
mental purposes  only.  The  building  may  be  placed 
upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  in  any  position  you,  as 
colonel  of  the  regiment,  may  select,  with  this  further 
understanding: — that  all  the  covenants  of  my  lease  are 
to  be  binding  upon  and  fulfilled  by  the  regiment,  and 
that  the  ground  and  mess  room  shall  be  kept  in  a  proper 
state  of  repair,  and  that  the  regiment  shall  pay  or  cause 
to  be  paid  to  me,  or  to  my  executors  or  administrators, 
the  sum  of  1/.  sterling  per  annum ,  so  long  as  they 
continue  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  use  of  the  said  piece  of 
ground  and  mess  room,  as  an  acknowledgment  that  the 
ownership  of  the  lease  remains  still  with  me,  or  with  my 
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1865.  executors  or  administrators  for  the  time  being.  And, 
upon  your  paying  to  me  1/.  in  advance,  you  may  consider 
that  this  letter  at  once  gives  you  the  full  right  and  legal 
Money.  title  to  use  the  aforesaid  piece  of  ground  as  effectoally, 
and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  though  a  regular  lease 
had  been  executed  between  us. 

''I  am,  dear  Colonel, 
"  Yours  very  truly, 

"G.  CotUmr 

It  certainly  does  seem  very  singular  that  when  the 
terms  of  the  sale  of  the  land  had  been  settled,  the  deed 
prepared  accordingly,  the  money  sent  for  the  payment  of 
the  price  and  a  day  fixed  on  for  the  completion  of  it,  Mr. 
Cotton^  who  had  hitherto  insisted  on  receiving  this  price, 
should  suddenly  determine  to  give  the  whole  piece  of 
land  gratuitously  to  the  regiment.  I  call  it  gratuitously, 
because,  in  my  opinion,  the  sum  of  1/.  a  year  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  consideration  for  the  sale  of  the  property, 
nor  indeed  is  it  so  treated  in  the  letter  itself;  but  it  is  re- 
ferred to  simply  as  a  nominal  acknowledgment  of  owner- 
ship in  Mr.  Cotton^  in  the  event  of  the  corpa  being 
disbanded.  The  circumstances  under  which  the  letter 
was  written  and  signed  are  described  by  Mr.  OriiuUy 
a  captain  in  the  regiment,  and  by  Mr.  Cotton  himself-* 
[His  Honor  read  it;  but  it  shewed,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  that  no  fraud,  pressure,  misrepresentation  or 
undue  influence  had  been  practised  on  Mr.  Cotton.'] — 
As  soon  as  Mr.  Money  received  the  letter,  he  made  the 
most  he  could  of  it;  he  signed  it  himself  as  if  it  had 
been  a  mutual  agreement,  he  caused  his  signature  to  be 
attested,  he  then  caused  the  document  to  be  stamped 
as  a  lease,  and  subsequently,  when  this  bill  was  threat- 
ened, he  caused  to  be  prepared  and  executed  an  inden- 
ture of  the  10th  of  June,  1864,  whereby  he  purported  to 
convey  the  leasehold  property  to  the  Defendant  Mr. 
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Hookf  a  captain  in  the  regiment,  and  to  himself  in  trust        1865. 

for  the  coriM.  ^  ^"^*^ 

'  Dm  HooBToa 

On  the  24th  of  May,  1864,  and  apparently  with  the  Momiy. 
object  of  getting  rid  of  the  effect  of  this  letter  of  the 
1 1th  of  March,  18625  or  any  effect  that  it  might  be  sup- 
posed to  have,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Mr.  Cotton  for  selling 
the  land  to  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  the  right  claimed  by 
Mr.  Money,  and  this  bill  was  filed  on  the  20th  of  July, 
1864. 

The  question,  in  this  state  of  circumstances,  is,  what  is 
the  character  and  effect  of  this  letter  of  the  11th  of 
March,  1862,  and  whether  it  is  of  such  a  description, 
that  this  Court  can  order  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled. 

In  the  first  place,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  document 
was  not  obtained  by  fraud,  misrepresentation  or  undue 
influence.  I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  evidence  both  of 
Mr.  Cotton  and  Mr.  Grissell,  which  I  have  read,  that 
Mr.  Cotton  fully  understood  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  what  he  was  offering  to  give  up,  and  though  the 
letter  was  obtained  somewhat  hastily,  no  pressure  or 
improper  influence  was  exercised  for  that  purpose.  It 
was,  in  my  opinion,  purely  voluntary,  and  my  belief  is, 
that  Mr.  Cotton  expected  to  derive  advantages  from  his 
act  of  generosity  which  have  not  been  realized;  but 
whether  this  surmise  of  mine  be  or  be  not  correct,  it 
cannot,  in  my  opinion,  affect  the  question  I  have  to 
decide. 

The  question  is,  can  I  declare  this  document  to  be 
void  or  order  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  ?  I 
will  first  examine  it,  as  if  it  had  been  a  deed  under  seal, 

and 
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1R66.  and  consider  how  I  could  have  dealt  with  it,  if  an  appli- 
cation had  been  made  by  Mr.  Cotton  to  have  it  delivered 
up  and  cancelled  before  the  contract  of  the  24tb  of  Mai/, 

MoK£T.  1864,  was  entered  into  between  Mr.  Cotton  and  the 
Plaintiff.  I  will  next  consider  how  the  matter  is  afiected 
by  the  subsequent  contract  of  the  24th  of  March,  1864, 
between  the  PlaintifT  and  Mr.  Cotton  ;  and,  finally,  I 
will  consider  how  the  case  is  varied  by  the  fact  that  the 
document  in  question  is  not  a  deed,  but  simply  an  in- 
strument signed  by  Mr.  Cotton. 

The  principle  of  this  Court,  established  in  a  great 
number  of  cases,  is,  that  it  will  not  interfere  between 
volunteers,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term,  but  will  leave 
them  to  their  remedy  at  law,  whatever  that  may  be. 
llie  Court  will  neither,  at  the  instance  of  the  donor,  who 
repents  his  gift,  cause  the  deed  of  gift  to  be  delivered 
up,  nor  will  it,  at  the  instance  of  the  donee,  interfere  to 
complete  an  imperfect  deed  of  gift.  This  subject  is  very 
fully  discussed  by  Sir  James  Wigram  in  the  case  of 
Meek  V.  Kettlewell  (a),  and  is  laid  down  in  so  many 
cases  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them ;  I  have  had 
the  case  repeatedly  before  me,  and  the  decisions  on  the 
subject  are  familiar  to  every  practitioner  in  the  Court. 
If,  therefore,  this  had  been  a  deed  and  Mr.  Cotton  had 
required  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  the  Court 
could  not  properly  have  interfered. 

I  have  next  to  consider,  whether  the  contract  entered 
into  with  the  Plaintiff  by  Mr.  Cotton  in  any  respect 
alters  the  case,  and  in  my  opinion  it  does  not.  It  is 
true  that  the  statute  of  the  27th  Eliz.  c.  5,  makes  a 
voluntary  conveyance  of  land  void,  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser for  value;  but  although  this  is  the  case,  even 
where  the  purchaser  had  notice  of  the  voluntary  deed, 

it 
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it  has  never  been  held  that  a  purchaser  Tor  value  could 
come  into  this  Court  to  have  the  voluntary  deed  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled.  It  leaves  both  parties,  in 
such  a  case,  to  their  legal  rights  and  remedies.  Money. 

Lastly,  can  the  circumstance  that  this  document  is 
not  under  seal  alter  the  principles  of  equity  as  applic- 
able to  this  case.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  cannot. 
Those  principles  do  not  depend  on  the  nature  of  the 
instrument,  but  upon  this: — that  as  between  donor  and 
donee,  where  everything  is  straightforward  on  both  sides, 
this  Court  will  not  assist  either  party,  that  it  is  not  a 
matter  of  equity  or  good  conscience,  that  a  repenting 
donor  should  be  allowed  to  recall  his  gifl,  or  that  he 
should  be  compelled  to  complete  the  gift  he  had 
promised  to  make. 

The  document,  *in  this  case,  is  a  mere  informal  in- 
strument, which  has  but  little  efficacy  at  law.  If  Colonel 
Money  had  instituted  a  suit  to  have  a  regular  assign* 
ment  of  the  lease,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  that  suit 
could  have  been  supported.  It  makes  no  difference,  in 
this  matter,  that  Colonel  Money  claims  no  bon&  fide 
personal  interest  in  the  land,  and  only  claims  it  as  a 
trustee  for  the  regiment.  If  Mr.  Cotton  had  filed  a  bill 
to  have  it  delivered  up  and  cancelled,  it  is  equally  diffi- 
cult to  understand  on  what  equitable  ground  such  a  suit 
could  have  been  supported.  But  this  bill  seems  to  have 
been  framed  on  the  sup;)osition,  that  the  contract  be- 
tween Mr.  Cotton  and  the  Plaintiff  gave  the  Plaintiff  a 
right  to  a  relief  in  equity,  which  Mr.  Cotton  himself 
could  not  have  enforced.  In  my  opinion  this  is  erro- 
neous, and  although  the  sale  for  value  in  some  cases 
may,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  the  27th  Eliz.  c.  6,  give 
the  purchaser  an  advantage  at  law  which  the  donor 
could  not  have  obtained  directly,  it  does  not,  in  equity, 

have 
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1865.       tia^c  Any  such  eSecty  but  the  purchaser  caii  only  do 
what  the  vendor  himself  could  have  done. 

In  truthy  I  was  somewhat  at  a  loss  to  understand, 
during  the  argument,  the  reasons  which  have  induced  the 
PlaintifT  to  file  this  bill.  The  document  in  question  of 
the  Uth  of  March^  1862,  conveys  no  legal  estate,  and, 
if  it  did,  then,  upon  the  conveyance  by  Mr.  Cotton  to 
the  PlaintiflT,  he  might  have  brought  his  ejectment  If 
the  document  has  any  legal  operation  at  all,  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  confined  to  giving  Colonel  Money  2^  tenancy 
from  year  to  year,  which  might  have  been  determined 
by  a  proper  notice  to  quit,  and  if  Colonel  Money  had 
then  come  to  this  Court  for  assistance,  he  would  have 
been  met  by  that  series  of  cases  to  which  I  have  already 
referred,  of  which  Meek  v.  Kettlewell  (a),  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wlgram^  and  which  I  have  already  men- 
tioned, is  an  instance. 

It  is  true  that,  throughout  the  observations  I  have 
hitherto  made,  I  have  treated  the  document  of  11th 
March,  1862,  as  a  purely  voluntary  instrument,  and,  on 
considering  the  document  itself,  such  it  is  in  my  opinion. 
It  is,  I  think,  obvious,  that  the  conveyance  of  a  lease- 
hold property,  which  has  thirty-five  years  remaining  of 
its  term,  and  which  is  then  worth  500/.,  in  consideration 
of  a  rent  of  20^.  per  annum,  cannot  be  supported  as  a 
purchase  for  valuable  consideration.  The  inadequacy 
of  the  price  would  be  a  badge  of  fraud,  if  it  were  so 
treated  (&).  Unquestionably,  the  conveyance  may  be 
supported  as  a  voluntary  gift  by  the  donor  to  one  he  was 
disposed  to  favour.  If,  for  instance,  it  had  been  con- 
veyed to  a  charity  on  such  terms,  it  would  not  be  con 

sidered  as  a  purchase  by  the  institution  ;  but  it  might==i^ 
well  be  treated  as  a  gift  to  it,  if  the  instrument  had  beei^^ 

execut 
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executed  by  a  person  who  understood  the  full  nature  1866. 
and  effect  of  the  instrument  he  was  executing.  But  if 
it  be  assumed  that  I  am  mistaken  in  this  view  of  the 
case,  and  that  the  document  of  the  1 1  th  of  March,  1862,  Mombt. 
can  really  be  treated  as  a  legitimate  sale  of  the  lease- 
hold for  a  valuable  consideration,  then  it  is  obvious  that 
this  Court  could  not  interfere  to  cancel  a  document 
which  was  given  for  value  received  by  the  person  who 
signed  it,  and  who  did  so  with  a  full  knowledge  of  what 
he  was  doing,  and  without  any  undue  influence  being 
used  against  him. 

The  bill  also  prays  the  delivery  up  and  the  cancel- 
lation of  the  deed  of  10th  June,  1864;  but  it  follows 
necessarily,   from   what   I    have  said,  that  this  Court 
cannot  interfere  to  order  the  deed  of  the  10th  June, 
1864,  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.     If  I  am  right 
^hat  the  document  of  1  \\hMarchy  1862,  gave  Mr.  Money 
Slothing  which  he  could  convey  to  Mr.  Hook  himself, 
unless  it  be  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  there  is  nothing 
-■iiore  by  the  deed  of  June,  1864,  now  vested  in  them  or 
«ther  of  them.     It  is  simply  as  if  a  stranger  should 
take  upon  himself  to  convey  the  estate  of  another  to 
9  third  person.     For  the  same  reason  I  cannot  order 
'Mr.  Money  and  Mr.  Hook  to  join  in  executing  a  proper 
legal  assignment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  land  in  question 
«s  prayed  by  the  bill ;  either  there  is  nothing  in  them  or 
either  of  them  by  reason  of  the  document  of  the  1 1th  of 
Marci,  1862,  or  the  deed  of  the  10th  of  June,  1864,  or. 
if  there  be,  the  parties  must  be  left  to  their  remedy  at 
law,  and  this  Court  will  not  interfere. 

The  bill,  in  my  opinion,  fails,  as  regards  the  De- 
fendant Colonel  Money  and  Captain  Hook,  and  must 
be  dismissed  against  them  with  costs ;  the  decree  against 
Mr.  Cotton  is  of  course,  but  without  costs,  because  it 

was 
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was  never  opposed  by  him ;  in  fact  it  k,  in  a  great 
measure,  for  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Coiiom  that  this  auit 
has  been  instituted. 


Note.— Affirmed  by  Lord  Juttice  Turma-,  Dtttmher  18,  1866. 


Dec.  15,  16. 
A  marriagf 
Mttlemtnt  of 
penonalty 
empowenNl 
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mU  it,  and  in* 
vest  thf  pro- 
duct in  real 
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f  ttatf  wai  to 
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bf  coniidercd 
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tatatf.    Tbfre 
wat  an  e x- 
preM  power  to 
■ell  thf  tecu- 
ritiet  to  bf 
purchased, 
and  to  re- 
in veit  the  pro- 
duce, from 
time  to  time, 
but  no  expreu 
power  to  tell 
the  purchased 
estate.    The 
trustees  in- 
vested the 
fund  in  a  real 
esute:— He/c/, 
that  they 
had  a  power  of 
sale  over  it, 
and  could  give 
good  receipts 
for  the  pur- 
chase- money. 


TAIT  r.  LATH  BURY. 

1)  Y  the  settlement,  made  in  1836,  on  the  marriage  of 
-"■^  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bryan^  a  fund  was  settled  on 
Mrs.  Bryan  for  life  without  power  of  anticipation,  with 
remainder  for  the  children  of  the  marriage. 


The  trustees  were  empowered,  with  the  consent  of 
Mrs.  Bryan,  to  sell  the  trust  stock,  funds  and  securities, 
and  invest  the  produce  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  or 
copyhold  estates,  to  be  conveyed  to  the  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  upon  such  trusts  as  would  best  and  nearest  corres- 
pond with  the  then  subsisting  trusts,  thereinbefore  de- 
clared, of  the  said  trust  stocks,  funds  and  securities,  it 
being  thereby  declared,  that  such  real  estates,  when  so 
purchased  in  pursuance  of  the  power,  should  be  con- 
sidered personal  estate  for  the  purposes  of  the  said 
settlement  and  go  accordingly.  And  it  was  thereby 
further  provided,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees 
with  the  like  consent,  to  make  sale  of  all  or  any  part  of 
the  said  trust  stocks,  funds  and  securities,  to  be  so  pur- 
chased under  the  trusts  thereinbefore  contained,  and  to 
place  out  and  invest  the  monies  arising  by  such  sale  or 
sales,  from  time  to  time,  on  good  security  of  freehold, 
copyhold  or  leasehold  estates  by  way  of  mortgage,  or 
upon  trust  for  sale  either  in  England  or  WaleM^  or  in 

government 
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government  securities  or  parliamentary  funds  in  Eng^  1866. 
landf  and,  from  time  to  time,  to  alter,  vary  and  trans* 
pose  such  securities  or  funds  so  to  be  taken;  and  the 
monies  placed  thereupon  should  be  vested  in  the  trustees, 
respectively,  upon  the  same  trusts,  and  to  and  for  the 
same  intents  and  purposes,  and  with  the  same  powers^ 
as  were  therein  declared  concerning  the  trust  stocks, 
funds  and  securities,  respectively,  or  such  of  them  as 
should  be  then  subsisting  and  capable  of  taking  effect. 

The  trustees,  in  1860,  sold  out  the  fund  (3,8862. 
stock),  and  invested  it  in  the  purchase  of  a  copyhold 
property  at  Tumham  Oreen, 

In  1865,  the  trustees  agreed  to  sell  the  copyhold  pro- 
perty to  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Lathbury,  for  4,600Z.,  but, 
though  a  willing  purchaser,  he  declined  to  complete,  on 
the  ground  that  the  trustees  were  not  empowered,  by 
the  settlement,  to  sell  the  copyhold  and  give  good  dis- 
charges for  the  purchase-money  thereofi 

Mr.  Eddis  for  the  Plaintiffs.  The  trustees  have  a 
power  to  sell  this  property ;  it  is  expressly  declared,  by 
the  settlement,  that  it  shall  be  held  on  similar  trusts, 
which  includes  the  trust  for  sale  and  be  considered  per- 
sonal estate  for  the  purposes  of  the  settlement  and  go 
accordingly.  There  is  also  a  power  to  sell  and  re-invest 
the  produce,  and  in  addition  to  this,  the  performance  of 
the  trusts  will  require  a  sale  of  the  copyholds,  for  the 
purposes  of  a  division.  In  such  a  case,  a  power  to  con- 
vert is  necessarily  given  to  the  trustees;  Master  v. 
De  Cr<nmar{a) ;  Elton  v.  Elton  {No.  2)  (6). 

The  trustees  have  a  power  to  give  sufficient  dis- 
charges 

(a)  11  Beov.  184.  (6)  27  JBeav.  634. 

VOU  XXXV — I.  1 


114  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1865.       charges   for    the    purchase-money;    Doran    t.    Wilt- 
shire  {a)  \  22  ft  23  Vict.  c.  36,  «.  23. 

Mr.  Lewin,  contrd.  The  trustees,  I  admit,  had  power 
to  give  good  receipts,  the  trusts  being  of  a  permanent 
character,  and  it  being  impossible  to  throw  the  respon- 
sibility of  seeing  to  the  performance  of  the  trust  on  a 
purchaser ;  but  here,  the  trustees  hare  not  at  present 
any  power  to  sell.  There  is  no  power  to  sell  the  real 
estate,  but  only  the  stock,  funds  and  securities.  The 
copyholds  were  to  be  held  not  upon  the  trusts  before 
mentioned,  but  ''upon  such  trusts  as  would  best  and 
nearest  correspond  with  the  then  subsisting  trusts,'* 
this  shews  an  intention  to  retain  it  tn  specie  upon 
corresponding  trusts.  The  lands  are  to  be  considered 
personal  estate  for  the  purposes  of  the  settlement  and 
go  accordingly,  but  there  is  no  power  to  convert  them. 

Mr.  Eddis  in  reply.  The  question  is,  whether  it  was 
intended  that  the  real  estate  should  remain  permanently 
in  the  same  state  of  investment;  if  so,  why  was  it  to  be 
considered  personal  estate.  It  was  personal  estate  for 
all  the  purposes  of  the  settlement,  and  therefore  the 
investment  in  real  estate  was  a  temporary  security  for 
the  trust  property. 

The  Master  of  the  RoLii). 

I  will  read  the  settlement  and  carefully  look  into 
the  case.  What  makes  it  the  more  important  is 
this:  that  both  parties  seem  to  wish  me  to  come  to 
the  same  conclusion. 


The 
(a)  3  Swan,  699. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  '  ^^' 

Irf  thiB  case  I  think  the  trustee*  have  a  sufficient 
power  to  sell.  I  think  that  the  effect  of  it  is  this  t 
that  the  real  estate  is  converted  into  personalty  and 
is  to  be  treated  as  personal  estate  through  the  wboto 
of  the  settlement.  That  being  the  true  construction,  h 
IS  not  necessary  to  go  further,  as  it  gave  the  trustees 
a  sttflSctent  power  of  selling,  and  I  will  so  declafe« 


ROWE  r.  TONKIN.  ^    ^ 

nPHIS  was  a  motion,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  take  A  demurrer 
^       a  demurrer    off   the  file  under  the  following  bilfmiaV  ^ 

circumstances  :^^  companied  by 

a  plea  or 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  13th  of  Juty^  and  the  De-  J^*rwhich  is 

fendants  appeared  thereto  on  the  2l8t  of  July.    On  the  P"*  ">  ^e^^j-e 
t  1  f    i*  •  •      %     I  t  Ai    *    *ne  expiration 

same  day  and  before  any  mterrogatones  had  been  filed,  of  the  time  for 

the  Defendants  filed  a  demurrer  to  part  of  the  bill,  viz. :—  fi«ng  interro- 

'  gatones,  \» 

to  so  much  of  the  bill  as  sought  an  account  of  what  was  irregular;  but 

due  from  the  testator  in  respect  of  a  debt  of  lOO/.  and  would*be*'re- 

interest;  but  they  filed  no  plea  or  answer  to  the  rest  of  gular  if  ac- 

the  bill.     The  time  for  filing  interrogatories  (a)  (which  with  a  volun- 

was  within  eiaht  days  after  the  time  limited  for  the  ap-  tary  answer 

.-  ,      w  i.      I  .  .   1      -.  /^  /      to  the  rest  of 

pearance  of  the  Defendants,  i.  e.,  eight  days  after  service  the  bill,  quart. 

of  the  bill(&))  had  not  expired  when  this  demurrer  was 

filed ;  but  the  Plaintiff  afterwards,  on  the  28th  of  July, 

filed  interrogatories. 

Mr.  Bouthgate  and  Mr.  Btvir  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tioD«   It  is  irregular  to  file  a  partial  demurrer  before  the 

time 

(a)  XL  Om.  OrtL  S  2.  (6)  X.  Cant.  Ord.  S  3. 

l2 


ROWK 
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1865,  ^^^  ^^  fi'®  interrogatories  has  expired.  It  is  wholly 
inconsistent,  in  point  of  pleadings,  with  the  right  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  a  discovery.  Before  the  15  Sc  16 
ToNKiM.  Vict.  c.  86,  8.  12,  which  enacts,  that  "  no  Defendant 
shall  be  called  upon  or  required  to  put  in  any  answer 
to  a  bill,  unless  interrogatories  shall  have  been  filed," 
it  was  irregular  to  file  a  demurrer  to  part  of  a  bill 
without  pleading  to  or  answering  the  rest.  That  act 
has  not  altered  the  practice.  The  case  of  Burton  v. 
Robertson  (a)  is  distinguishable,  for  there,  the  time  for 
filing  interrogatories  had  expired,  and  none  had  been 
filed  when  the  Defendant  put  in  his  partial  demurrer. 
The  Defendants  could  not  file  a  voluntary  answer,  and, 
therefore,  they  could  not  file  a  partial  demurrer. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Freeling  for  the  Defendants. 
This  proceeding  was  quite  regular,  and  the  difliculty,  if 
any,  arose  from  the  course  taken  by  the  Plaintiff.  He 
might  have  filed  his  interrogatories  with  the  bill,  and  if 
he  has  chosen  to  delay  filing  them,  the  Defendants 
ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  in  their  defence,  and  were 
entitled  to  meet  the  Plaintiff's  record  as  it  stood.  The 
Defendants  might  have  demurred  to  part  of  the  bill  and 
have  filed  a  voluntary  answer  to  the  rest ;  Anderson  v. 
Stamp {b).  That  case  shews  that  a  voluntary  answer 
might  be  filed  under  similar  circumstances  to  the 
present.  Under  the  old  practice,  the  bill  prayed  a  sub- 
poena to  appear  and  answer  all  and  singular  the  pre- 
mises ;  the  Defendant  was,  therefore,  bound  to  answer 
the  whole  bill,  whether  interrogated  or  not ;  but  now  he 
is  not,  and  here  the  Defendant  has  answered  all  he  was 
bound  to  answer.  A  Defendant  might  be  deprived  of 
his  defence  in  the  cases  of  ne  exeat  or  injunction,  if  he 
were  not  permitted  to  file  his  demurrer  instanter.  There 

is 

(a)  1  Johni.  4  Hem.  38.  {b)  34  Z.  /.,  Ch.  230. 
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is  great  convenience  in  such  a  practice,  for  if  the  de- 
murrer to  part  of  the  bill  be  valid,  interrogatories 
founded  upon  that  part  of  the  relief  would  be  nugatory. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  this  demurrer  is  irregular.  The  distinction 
between  this  case  and  Burton  v.  Robertson  is  this :  here 
the  Defendants  have  not  waited  for  sixteen  days  allowed 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  file  his  interrogatories,  as  was  done 
in  that  case. 

I  consider  that,  until  sixteen  days  have  expired, 
matters  remain  very  much  in  the  same  position  as 
under  the  old  practice  before  the  new  act  and  orders 
altered  the  rules  of  pleading.  I  consider  it  certain,  that 
under  the  old  practice,  a  Defendant  as  soon  as  the  bill 
had  been  filed  might  demur  to  the  whole,  but  not  to  a 
part  only  of  the  bill ;  he  might  file  a  demurrer  to  part 
and  answer  the  other  part,  for  there  was  nothing  to  pre- 
vent his  putting  in  his  answer  as  soon  as  he  pleased. 
But  a  Defendant  could  not  put  in  a  demurrer  alone  to 
part  of  the  bill;  and,  if  he  did,  the  Plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  come  to  the  Court  to  have  it  taken  off  the 
file  for  irregularity. 

That  being  so,  and  assuming  that  a  Defendant  is 
entitled  to  file  a  demurrer  to  part  of  the  bill  accom- 
panied by  a  voluntarily  answer  to  the  other  part  of  the 
bill  (on  which  point  I  express  no  opinion),  still  I  think 
that  be  cannot,  before  the  sixteen  days  have  expired, 
file  a  demurrer  to  part  of  the  bill  without  an  answer 
to  the  other  part,  and  that  this  is  irregular. 

This  demurrer  is  therefore  irregular,  and  must  be 
taken  off  the  file. 


iia 
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1866. 


npHE  Walton  Lodge  estate,  consisting  of  247 
-*-      was  put  up  for  sale  by  the  Plaintiff,  subj 


acres, 
subject  to 


^     ,,  ^,  SIDNEY  V.  CLARKSON. 

Building  land 
was  sold  in  a 
number  of 

lote,  subject  to  special  condltjons,  in  sixty  lots, 

certain  condi-      •  '^ 

ttons  as  to 
fencing,  re- 
pairing the 
roads,  and  to    ing  most  eligible  sites   for   the  erection  of  first-class 

irthed^of   villas,"  and  they  provided,  that  the  purchasers  of  cer- 
houses  to  be 


The  particulars  of  sale  described  the  estate  as  **  offer- 


built.    The 
conditions 
also  provided, 
that  state- 
ments to  this 
rffect  should 
be  inserted  in 
the  convey- 
ances.   By 
the  15th  con- 
dition, the 
vendor  re- 
served the 


tain  lots  should  fence  a^nst  the  neighbouring  lots,  as 
shewn  on  a  plan. 

The  material  conditions  of  sale  were  as  follows: — 

*^  The  9th  related  to  contributing  to  keeping  the  roads 
in  repair. 


''  The  10th  condition  provided,  that  the  purchasers  of 
lots  1  to  29  (inclusively),  48,  59  and  60,  should  not 
nghtof  sellmg  gj^ct^  qh  any  of  such  lots,  any  building,  except  detached 
lots  under  dif-  or  semi-detached  private  dwelling-houses,  of  the  value, 
m^nte,"  W^^  at  the  least,  of  800/.  and  600t  respectively;  and  that 
they  would  not  use  such  dwelling-houses,  or  permit 
them  to  be  used,  otherwise  than  as  private  residences." 


either  subject 
to  or  not  sub- 
ject to  the 
stipulations  as 
to  fencing  and 
other  stipula- 
tions contained 
in  the  parti* 
culars  or  the 
conditions.*' 
Held,  first, 
th.it  as  to  the 
untiold  lots  the 
vendor  was 

subject  to  none  of  the  restrictions  :    secondly,  that  the  purchasers  were  bound  to  hav^^ 
not  only  the  restrictive  conditions  staled  on  their  conveyances,  but  also  the  15th,  \v:;m. 
favor  of  the  vendor:  and  tliirdly,  that  a  separate  deed  of  covenant  by  a  parchaaer  tLJ» 
to  the  restrictions  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  provision  as  to  the  ^tatemera  C 
on  the  conveyauces. 


The  11th  condition  was  as  follows: — 

^'  Statements,  to  the  effect  of  the  two  last  preceding 
conditions,  shall  be  inserted  in  the  conveyances  to  the 
purchasers  whom  they  may  respectively  affect,  and  sgch 

statements* 


i 
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statements  shall  have  the  force  and  efiect  of  contracts        1865. 
binding  in  equity/' 

The  16th  was  in  the  following  words: — 

*'  The  vendor  reserves  the  right  of  selling  the  unsold 
lots,  or  any  of  them,  at  such  time,  and  in  such  manner, 
and  under  such  diiTerent  arrangements,  as  to  him  may 
seem  fit,  and  either  subject  to  or  not  subject  to  the  stipu- 
lations as  to  fencing  and  other  stipulations  contained  in 
the  particulars  or  these  cofiditions." 

The  Defendants  became  the  purchasers  of  lots  48 
and  59  for  2,260/. ;  but  all  the  other  lots  referred  to  in 
the  10th  condition  of  sale  were  bought  in  by  the  Plain- 
tiff, with  the  exception  of  lots  3  and  4,  which  were  sold. 

The  title  to  the  property  had  been  accepted,  but 
disputes  arose  between  the  parties  as  to  the  form  of 
the  conveyance.  The  purchasers  were  willing  to  cove- 
nant to  the  effect  of  the  9tb  and  10th  conditions;  but 
they  insisted  that  the  vendor  should  enter  into  similar 
covenants  in  respect  of  the  unsold  lots.  This  he  refused 
to  do. 

The  purchasers  were  also  willing  to  omit  all  cove- 
nants relating  to  these  conditions,  and  to  introduce,  into 
the  conveyance  to  them,  a  statement  of  the  9th,  10th 
and  11th  conditions,  but  omitting  the  1 5th. 

During  the  progress  of  the  suit,  the  Defendants 
discovered  another  objection,  which  was  as  follows  :— 

"  In  the  conveyance  of  lot  3  to  the  purchaser  there 

was  no  restrictive  covenant  to  the  effect  of  the  9th  and 

10th  conditions  of  sale,  nor  any  allusion  to  them;  but 

the   purchaser  executed  a  separate  deed  of  covenant 

with  the  restrictions  pointed  out  by  those  conditions. 

A  memorandum  of  this  deed  of  covenant  was  afterwards 

indorsed  on  the  conveyance. 

Mr. 
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1865.  Mr.  Selwym^  Mr.  Jo^kma  WiUiams  and    Mr.  Dmee 

tor  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  Bagganay  and  Mr.  Griffiths  for  the  Defeodants. 
The  object  of  the  Teodor  was  to  build  opon  the  land 
according  to  a  general  plan,  and  it  was  not  intended  to 
▼ary  it  in  any  essaitial  particolars.  The  stipulations 
against  building  inferior  houses  on  the  lands  laid  out  for 
building  was  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor  alone,  bat 
of  all  persons  taking  plots  to  build  on,  and  the  obliga- 
tions were  to  be  reciprocal  as  regards  all  purchasers.  If 
the  Plaintiff  thinks  proper  to  relax  the  obligation  relating 
to  the  class  of  houses  as  to  one  purchaser,  he,  in  equity, 
at  least,  dispenses  with  the  obligation  as  to  the  rest; 
Roper  ▼.  WiUiams  {a).  There  would  be  no  mutuality 
if  it  were  otherwise,  for  the  Defendants  would  be  kept 
bound  by  the  restriction,  while  future  purchasers  of 
other  lots  would  be  free  to  build  a  series  of  inferior 
houses  adjoining  the  Defendants'  land. 

A  vendor  is  bound  to  state  clearly  and  fairly  on  his 
condition  of  sale  what  he  intends  to  stipulate  for ;  if 
he  expresses  himself  ambiguously,  the  construction  must 
be  most  favourable  to  the  purchaser;  St/mons  v. 
James  (b) ;  Seaton  v,Mapp  (c).  A  vendor  selling  land  in 
lots  for  building  purposes  must  be  understood  to  hold 
out  expectations  that  it  will  be  laid  out  in  the  manner 
intended ;  Peacock  v.  Penson  {d).  Here  the  purchasers 
have  been  entrapped  by  the  condition,  they  swear  they 
never  would  have  purchased,  if  they  were  to  be  restricted 
in  their  rights,  while  purchasers  of  all  the  other  lots 
were  to  be  let  free. 


The 


(a)  Turn.  ^  R.  22.  (c)  2  Coll.  562. 

(b)  1  Y.  if  Coll.  {C.  C.)  490.  (d)  11  Beav.  355. 
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The  l«5th  condition  applies  to  the  roads,  fencing,  kc;  1865. 

but  it  is  inoperative  as  to  the  class  of  houses ;  the  10th  ^"^  ^^ 

condition  is  imperative  :  it  says,  no  house  **  shall "  be  «. 

erected  except  of  a  particular  description.  Clarksok. 

If  the  9th,  10th  and  11th  conditions  were  introduced 
into  the  Defendants' conveyance,  omitting  the  16th,  and 
a  subsequent  purchaser  built  small  houses,  the  Defend- 
ants would  have  a  right  of  action  against  the  vendor. 
This  is  really  what  was  contemplated. 

Secondly.  The  separate  deed  of  covenant  is  insuffi- 
cient ;  it  will  not  bind  purchasers  without  notice,  and 
the  Defendants  have  a  right  to  evidence  that  the  pur- 
chaser consented  to  the  indorsement  on  the  conveyance, 
in  order  to  shew  that  he  is  bound  by  it. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  have  mistaken 
their  rights,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  de- 
cree. The  argument  of  the  Defendants  is,  that  the 
Plaintiff  wants  to  get  something  he  has  not  con- 
tracted for.  What  he  contracted  for  was  this : — the  pur- 
chasers of  certain  lots  under  a  sale  by  auction  were  not 
to  erect  any  buildings  thereon  except  private  dwelling- 
houses  of  a  certain  value,  and  this  stipulation  was  to  be 
inserted  in  their  conveyances,  and  was  to  have  the 
force  and  effect  of  contracts  binding  in  equity.  If  it 
stopped  there,  all  the  cases  cited  would  apply ;  it  would 
be  a  condition  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor  and  pur- 
chasers, and  would  bind  all  purchasers,  and  Mr.  Sidney 
could  not  afterwards  sell  any  lots,  except  subject  to  this 
condition. 

To  provide  against  this,  he  introduces  the  15th  condi- 
tion, 


*•  i^LUi:2.  :tt  Tsarves  die  ru^t  of  selling  the  bd- 
..^  '  a  du:3  nsumer  and  aader  such  differcot 
•xTxnsifauAcSk  ift  a  jun  aw  diink  fit,  wad  either  mlh 
7-:i  -1  r  ii.c  -&i:wc£  :d  die  sdpalatioiift  **  contained  ia 
re  -i.mi:i:uiK»    i   due. 


7  e   Je«<iiuaixx&  x&as:.  Uiat  diey  uc  entitled  to  hife 

ai.:i  i.  •*u^v«ujK&  jfr  «auia  3mke  it  appeVi  on  the  6ice 

;    u.  Z'ok   z^^srr   xrsBU   mua  AAerwYrcU  boys  any  of 

-L^<    . js^iu.  vru-  vui  le  luuai  bj  the  ooodition  as  to 

::t:    :Lru&«fr    .*   .>:   luiit.  uttiuu^a  die  Defendants  hifo 

^uuictu  -u  Jiinr^  -o   C'>4>   «H&  sandhioa^  which  says,  that 

L*««  ^>/u;a    ru\   ^fr^-oMniyp  'ym  bound  bf  toy  of  thoe 

^:L*ui4wiuii^      T^iKrv  'ii«u  iav  itxi&c  tm  the  9th  and  10th 

•.•i2uic:-.^ua>  UT?    uM^m^i    n  "Heir  cuavevaneei  they  are 

..-.  x-i.:u   -.   :;i«e   tft^  .MX  xwi-fteu  in  k  mbo,  becaoMi 

iit^-  -54-.    i-j-i  ::t^       a  ^rjuuiaua  prcvnies  only  that  the 

'.:!  ^:u      :::    *.-x:*-.:<nx^  siuuiu  3e  jiisefted  in  their  coo- 

■^^u.t :•%.•?.    ti^u    ivt>   n-t  s^eciy  Majtb^ns  else.     This, 

!^'^tvi*«-.      .-•  u!i«u«r.  *  ^!TQiia  — 3iuc  die  vendor  ii  »• 

:::e;   u  ^^.   ini^    u    lie  *mvfsranc«  to  the  Defendant! 

::e   i\4a.*.  ?4:iki*   .f  'J!e  ^iln  ?aiail  ^acoeer.  mod  that  he 

-iMtl   i\)\  .^  >rTs«e«2ct.^i  s«:*liii^  uie  jcifeer  tots  unfettered 

•V    :ie  ^m^  ;«J«e•?a.li2^  titu  c-JUitiuuaiih.     The  trgnmeflt 

^f«.-jw<>   .'II    lie   rt:*«:>i\nuicb^  w    r    die    ioch  coiiditioD 

«tir«  nm..:»i  u  uitf*r  .-.u^i.'vuucs.iaii  die  Plaintiff  after- 

v:!!^!*-  SL'u;  me  jy.u:*'   iu\^  luifctten^i  i*  cae  10th  eondi- 

-:i.3.  iiivi    .:ie    •u.x'*i)i8«>~  jL.iit  K.ni£es  jf  LesK  value  tbao 

•ii.a**  ^-^ij-^Lx':    jv    .:iuc    :«jiiiriccu.   a  rjs^ht  of  action 

.*ii  ^itf  TUir  u  me  ITe*!:  ;a:iaLS!'  «aaiu»  cu  :he  f^ceofthe 

-:««•  ATae.  AiXii    -ic  y  u.i-^ii'  «>-*ma  ^e  ^'cii^ed  to  come 

-c  u3:*  J^ui-t  1-  ica;<  .  ic  iv-'X-ii,   i^e  ccacr;fcct  between 

iiin  ij«i  ue  r^iifiiiuuLN  jt  j^.  ujiU  le  >aouId  not,  as  to 

i-:ac.«i    '-i".=s    :«   x*v:.»f»:.  ::    JeMi   ,--iiO.::i.cs*     Whatever 

•..:e  i^-^rfuiei;:  b«.  .za   :  -i  .i    ii:c  \^*i  *-:cie  tr-th  should 

be  iCLjdc  :u  ue  .-jin^fVi  ;o.'  :j  ,Je  Denfcciniss  in  order 

that 


Sidney 

V. 
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that  no  persons  may  be  misled  in  future.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  facts  should  appear  on  the  conveyance 
to  the  Defendants,  in  order  that  future  litigation  may  be 
prevented.  Clarkson. 

As  to  the  other  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sepa- 
rate deed  of  covenant  is  proper ;  but  that  the  covenantee 
ought  to  have  possession  of  it,  in  case  the  covenant 
should  hereafter  be  broken.  If  there  had  not  been  a 
separate  deed  of  covenant,  a  counterpart  of  the  deed  of 
conveyance  would  be  necessary.  Then,  the  fact  being 
that  there  is  a  separate  deed  of  covenant,  the  question 
i8,  how  to  prevent  a  future  purchaser  being  misled. 
The  means  are  simply  by  an  indorsement  of  notice  of 
the  deed  of  covenant  on  the  conveyance.  This  is  all 
that  is  required. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in  the 
condition  of  sale  to  decoy  a  man  into  purchasing.  The 
15th  condition  was  introduced  merely  to  prevent  the 
seller  from  being  fettered  in  future,  in  case  any  of  the 
lots  should  remain  unsold.  The  fact  of  there  having  been 
only  two  or  three  lots  sold  may  be  a  great  inconvenience 
to  the  Defendants,  but  I  think  that  was  a  question  on 
which  they  were  bound  to  inquire,  and  having  chosen 
to  purchase  subject  to  the  15th  condition,  I  think  that 
those  lots  only  which  were  disposed  of  at  the  sale  had 
the  9th  and  10th  conditions  imposed  on  them. 

There  must  be  a  decree  for  specific  performance  with 
costs,  and  a  reference  to  settle  the  conveyance  if  the 
parties  disagree. 
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Nov.  18. 


HENNIKER  v.  CHAFY. 


A  petition,  TN  I8469  lands  were  taken  by  a  railway  company, 

rtenant  fo/  which  were  the  subject  of  an  administration  suit  in 

life,  for  pay-  this  Court.    The  purchase-money  had  been  paid  into 

income  of  a  Court,  and  had  accumulated  according  to  the  trusts. 

fund  paid  into  The  accumulation   having  ended,  a  petition  was  pre- 
Court  under  ,  ,       ,  ..      ,. ^    ^  ,  .         ^    . 

the  Lands        sented  by  the  tenant  for  life  for  payment  to  him  of  the 

^^d**'h*  h^*'     dividends.    This  was  served  on  the  railway  company 

fund  was  the    and  on  the  trustees  of  the  fund. 

subject  of  an 

administration 

suit,  xifiM  Mr.  Burdon  in  support  of  the  petition. 

served  on  the 

trustees : — 

hfUi,  that  the       Mr.  Holland^  for  the  railway  company,  submitted 

company  must  t        1      ^i  ^^  i- 1     • 

pay  the  tnit-    that,   under  the  "  Lands   Glauses   Consondation   Act, 

tees'  costo.        i845"  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  80),  the  company  was  not 

liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appearance  of  the  trustees. 

He   cited   Hore  v.    Smith  (a);    Wilson  v.   Foster  {b)\ 

Sidney  v.  Wilmer(c)\  Henniker  v.  Chafy{d), 

Mr.  Goring,  for  the  trustees,  was  stopped  by — 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  follow  my  own  decision,  the  trustees  musL 
have  their  costs. 

(a)  14  Jur.  55.  (c)  31  Beav.  338. 

(6)  26  Beav,  398.  {d)  28  Beav.  621. 
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LAKE  V.  PEISLEY.  j^  ^g 

rpHE   Secretary    of   the   Master  of  the  RoUb  had  An  order  of 

declined  to  make  an  ex  parte  order,  under  the  aavingjust  ' 

9th  Consolidated  Order,  rule  4,  for  liberty  to  use,  in  ^cepUons, 

.^.         .  ,      »        .  ,  ,.         .     .       ,  under  the 

this  suit,  at  the  hearing,  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  i9th  Conso- 

iucluding  the  depositions  and   schedules  of  accounts,  ^ui^^  mS 
and  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart,  to  whom  the  cause  was  proceedings  in 

attached,  had  also  declined  to  interfere.  the  hearing  of 

the  cause. 

Mr.  J.  N.  Higgins  now  applied  ex  parte  for  the 
order.  He  referred  to  Ernest  v.  Wei8s{a);  in  which  an 
order  of  course  had  been  made  to  read  in  a  suit  evidence 
taken  in  a  winding-up,  saving  just  exceptions. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  is  an  order  of  course,  and  you  may  inform 
the  Secretary  that  I  think  so.  The  order  may  extend 
to  all  the  proceedings,  but  it  will  be  open  to  all  parties 
to  object  to  their  admissibility  at  the  hearing. 

(fl)  1  y.  R,  6. 
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-,     ,^  DENT  V.  DENT. 

Dee.  12. 
By  a  content    IV/TR*  BIRD  had  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
al^admiSti  trustees  of  a  will  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate, 

tiontuityapur" 

be  bound  by  "^^^^  ^^^  &  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  administration  of  the  estate 
anv  order,  aa  Qf  ih^  testatrix,  but  to  which  Mr.  Bird  was  not  a  party, 
party  to  tha  However,  on  the  8th  of  December,  1 862,  an  order  had 
contnust  bad  "^^^  made  in  the  suit,  on  the  application  of  the  trustees 
been  tbeiul^  and  upon  the  appearance  and  consent  of  Mr.  Bird,  that 
^Upona^dispnte  ^^^  contract  should  be  carried  into  effect,  Mr.  Bird  con- 
arising  be-  senting  to  be  bound  by  this  or  any  other  order,  as  if  he 
tween  the  ,  .  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  . 
purchaser  and  had  been  a  party  to  the  cause  and  the  contract  had 

^H^U^h    th    ^^^  specially  the  subject  thereof. 

purchaser  was 

onihe  vendora      Disputes  having  afterwards  arisen  as  to  boundaries 

to  make  an       of  the  property  and  in  consequence  of  adverse  claimants 

documents        ^>^  P^^  ^^  '^9  ^^*  Bird  claimed,  in  Chambers,  to  be 

and  to  pro-  entitled  to  compensation,  and  he  took  out  a  summons 
duce  them. 

that   the   trustees  might    make  the  usual  affidavit  of 

documents   in   their   possession.      This  summons  was 

adjourned  into  Court  for  argument. 

Mr.  Souihgate  and  Mr.  Druce  for  Mr.  Bird.  The 
purchaser  is,  under  the  order  of  1862,  to  be  treated  as  a 
party  to  the  suit  The  dispute  between  him  and  the 
trustees  is  therefore  to  be  determined  in  this  suit,  and 
he  is  consequently  entitled  to  the  usual  production  of 
documents. 


Mr.  Kardake  for  the  trustees.  The  applicant  is  not 
a  party  to  the  suit,  and  is  not  entitled  to  call  on  the 
vendors  to  make  an  affidavit  of  documents. 

The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  appli-  1865. 
cant,  being  in  the  situation  of  a  party  io  the  suit,  was 
entitled  to  the  order  asked,  for  otherwise  he  would  be 
entitled  to  enforce  the  discovery  he  required  by  a  sepa- 
rate suit.  He  accordingly  ordered  the  trustees  to  file  a 
full  and  suflScient  affidavit,  stating  whether  they  had  in 
their  possession  or  power  any  documents  ''  relating  to 
the  matters  in  question  between  them  and  the  appli- 
cant/ and  he  also  made  the  usual  order  for  their 
production. 

Re§.  Lib.  1865,  A.,/oL  2425. 


CHUBB  V.  GRIFFITHS. 

Dec,  15. 
npHE  Defendant,  an  infant,  had  advertised  second-  An  infant  who 

"*"      hand  iron  safes  for  sale  and  sold  which  he  repre-    *° . 

'         spunous 

sented  and  were  marked  as  manufactured  by  the  Plain-  articles,  repre- 
tifF,  Mr.  Chubb,    They  were,  however,  spurious  and  to"ba"ebeen' 

inferior  articles.  manufactured 

by  the  Plain- 
tiff, ordered  tu 

The  Plaintiff  instituted  tbis  suit  for  an  injunction  and  oftuitfor  an 
an  account  injunction. 


Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Bunting  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Archibald  Smith,  for  the  infant,  submitted  to  a 
perpetual  injunction,  but  he  argued  that  this  was  not  a 
case  for  costs  as  against  an  infant;  that  the  proceedings 
of  the  Plaintiff  had  been  unnecessarily  precipitate,  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  having  acted   in   ignorance  and  having  at 
once  submitted. 


The  Mabtbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  Plaintiff  is  to  blame  for 
coming  speedily  for  an  injunction;  it  was  his  duty  to 
do  so. 

But  I  think  that  the  Defendant^  who  sells  articles 
and  declares  positively  that  it  is  ChuhVs  manufacture, 
is  not  at  liberty  to  say  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  fact. 
He  was  bound  to  make  proper  inquiry  before  he  made 
so  positive  a  representation. 

In  such  a  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Cory  v.  Oertcken  (a),  that  infancy  cannot 
protect  him  from  paying  the  costs  of  this  suit* 

(a)  2  Madd.  40. 


Reg.  Lib,  1865,  A.,fol,  2417. 


T 
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BONVILLE  V.  BONVILLE.  ^^  j^ 

HE  ordinary  partnership  decree  was  made  on  the  Under  the 

20th  of  Aprils  1860,  which  directed  an  account  creeina 


to  be  taken  of  the  partnership  dealmscs  and  transactions,  partnership 

,.         .  .,  ,       ...      suit,  interest  18 

and  that  what,  upon  taking  the  said  account,  should  be  payable,  on  the 

certified  to  be  due,  from  either  of  the  parties  to  the  ^^^'l^J^^l^f 
other  of  them,  should  be  paid  by  the  party  from  whom  partner  to 
to  the  party  to  whom  the  same  should  be  certified  to  the  date  of*"™ 
'be  due.  the  certificate. 

The  cotU  of 

The  Chief  Clerk,  by  his  certificate  dated  the  23rd  of  the  partaerthip 

June,  1865,  found  380/.  to  be  due  from  the  Plaintiff  accounts  are 

to  the  Defendant,  and  the  cause  came  on  for  further  paid  out  of  the 

consideration.  partnership 

assets. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Defendant,  asked  that  the  Plaintiff 
might  pay  interest  from  the  date  of  the  certificate,  and 
also  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  give  the  Defendant  costs.  The  practice, 
except  there  be  something  very  unusual  in  the  case,  is, 
to  make  the  costs  in  partnership  suits  payable  out  of 
the  assets. 

But  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  41. 
J^er  cent.,  from  the  date  of  the  certificate  on  the  amount 
ciue^  for  the  decree  directs  payment  of  the  balance  due 
^^  soon  as  it  is  ascertained. 

Reg,  Lib.  I860,  A.Jhl.  1328;  Setany  Ch.  2,  §  7. 
TOL.  XXXY — I.  K 
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1865. 


Dee.  20. 

J,  B.,  to 
ivhom  his  son- 
in-law  had,  by 
deed,  mort- 
gaged some 
property,  de- 
clined to  re- 
ceive the  inte- 
rest, and  after- 
wards, to 
induce  his 
ton-in-law  not 
to  sell  and 
reside  on  the 
mortgaged 
property, 
he  had 
promised  to 
allow  him  to 
live  there  rent 
free.     The 
son-in-law 
acted  on  the 
promise  until 
A.  6/f  death: 
^Held,  that, 
in  equity,  no 
interest  was 
payable  until 
that  time. 


YEOMANS  V.  WILLIAMS. 

TN    1843,  the  Plaintiff,   Mr.   Yeomans,   married   tbe 
daughter  of  the  testator,  Mr.  Richards, 

In  1855,  Mr.  Yeomans  mortgaged  a  house  and  pre- 
mises near  Birmingham  to  the  testator  for  1,000/., 
which  he  covenanted  to  repay  with  interest  at  4/.  per 
cent,  per  annum. 

The  Plaintiff  in  his  affidavit  stated  that  when  in 
August,  1855,  he  offered  to  pay  the  testator  the  interest; 
the  testator  declined  to  receive  it,  and  said  he  would 
make  the  Plaintiff  and  his  wife  a  present  of  it,  and 
added,  that  he  only  expected  the  Plaintiff,  in  future,  to 
keep  up  the  fire  insurance  on  the  property. 

The  Plaintiff's  wife  also  deposed  to  a  conversation 
wijth  the  testator,  shewing  that  he  never  intended  to  be 
paid  any  interest.  In  fact  interest  had  never  been 
paid  to  or  asked  for  by  the  testator. 

In  1862,  an  estrangement  took  place,  and  Mrs. 
Yeomans  wrote  to  the  testator  that  her  husband  in- 
tended to  sell  the  property  and  pay  off  the  mortgage. 
To  this  the  testator  and  his  wife,  in  a  letter  to  Mrs. 
Yeomans,  replied  in  the  following  terms : — 

*'  You  wrote  to  tell  me  you  should  sell  your  house  to 
pay  me.  Did  I  ever  ask  you  to  do  it,  or  have  you 
paid  me  a  penny  since  you  had  the  money  from  me,  or 
ever  took  the  least  notice  about  it?  You  can  remain 
where  you  are.  You  cannot  sell  the  house,  and  I  hold 
the  deeds.  You  can  live  there,  just  as  you  do  now, 
without  paying  us  any  rent;  it  is  not  wished  that  you 

should 


YlOMANt 
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bIiouIcI  giv€  it  up;  if  you  give  it  op,  you  must  get  some        1866. 

place,  and  that  you  must  pay  for.     We  can  only  8ay 

we  wish  you  every  blessing  if  we  never  see  you,  but 

roust   tell    you    candidly    you   will    never    8e.e   us   at     Willhiib, 

Erdington. 

"  With  our  kind  respects  to  Mr.  YeomanSy 

**  We  remain,  dear  Mary  Ann,  yours  sincerely, 
"  James  and  Jane  Richards." 

In  consequence  of  this  letter,  Mr.  Yeomans  did  not 
proceed  to  a  sale  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
mortgage. 

The  testator  died  in  Sepiember,  1862. 

Upon  a  bill  for  redemption,  the  PlaintiflT,  Mr. 
Yeomans,  contended  that  the  testator  had  released  him 
from  the  payment  of  interest  down  to  his  death. 

Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  W.  JR.  Fisher,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, contended  that  no  interest  was  payable  prior  to  the 
death  of  the  mortgagee ;   West  v.  Fritche  (a). 

Mr.  Haynes  for  the  Defendants.  There  is  a  cove- 
nant to  pay,  which  cannot  be  released  either  by  mere 
parol  or  by  a  declaration  of  making  a  voluntary  gift. 
Unless  there  be  a  discharge  from  the  debt  at  law,  there 
is  none  in  equity ;   Cross  v.  Sprig j  (ft). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  redeem  on  payment 
of  interest  from  the  last  day  when  interest  accrued  be- 
fore 

(a)  3  Esch.  Rep.  216.  (6)  6  HarCj  552. 

k2 
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1865.  fore  the  death  of  the  testator,  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  Vice-Chancel  lor,  in  Cross  y.  Sprigff,  meant  to 
lay  down  this  proposition : — that  a  man  may  not  let 
a  farm  to  another,  and  say  '*  you  shall  hold  it  rent 
free,"  or  that  a  man  may  not  say  "  you  may  occupy  it 
at  a  nominal  rent,  or  you  may  live  there,  and  I  never 
intend  to  call  on  you  to  pay  any  rent."  Is  there  any- 
thing, in  this,  contrary  to  law,  or  which  equity  would 
not  think  fit  to  enforce?  or  is  there  any  such  equitable 
rule  which  applies  to  interest,  because  a  verbal  promise 
is  no  release  at  law  ? 

I  am  disposed  to  think  that  this  case  would  come 
under  another  head  of  equity  : — I  allude  to  those  cases 
in  which  a  person  promises  another  to  do  something  for 
him  as  an  inducement  to  him  to  take  a  different  course 
of  life.  This  Court,  in  such  cases,  compels  the  promiser 
to  make  good  his  promise.  If  a  son-in-law  says  "  I  am 
not  rich  enough  to  live  in  my  present  residence,  and  I 
intend  to  sell  it,  and  the  father-in-law  replies,  *'  Don*t 
sell  it,  continue  to  reside  there,  I  will  not  charge  you 
with  rent,"  or  *'  I  will  pay  the  rent  for  you,"  it  would  be 
difficult,  when  the  son-in-law  has  relied  on  that  promise, 
to  say  that  the  Court  would  not  give  effect  to  it. 

In  such  cases,  there  is  this  distinction  between  prin- 
cipal and  interest: — if  he  intended  to  give  up  the 
principal,  why  did  he  not  give  up  the  security;  but  to 
keep  the  security  is  consistent  with  releasing  the 
interest. 

I  must  hold  that  all  interest  is  released  up  to  the 
last  day  of  payment  of  interest  to  the  testator's  death, 
and  I  must  make  the  usual  redemption  decree. 

^-TR — See  Flower  v.  Marten,  2  %/.  if  Cr,  459. 
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HARDWICK  V,  WRIGHT.  Juli,  H,  17. 

Nov,  17. 

ON  the  24th  of  August,  1862,  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  As  between 
Hardwiek,  iotermarried  with  the  Defendant,  Albert  £JPff  J^^^ 

Hardwick,  a  draper,  at  Windsor.  primary  secu- 

rity prove 
worthless, 
She  was,  at  that  time,  entitled  for  life  to  a  rever-  whether  it  was 

-  ^  _ -^^  ,0^1.  ^  •<>  originally  or 

Bionary  interest  m  a  sum  of  5,000/.  xo  :  os.  per  Cents,  whether  it 

expectant  on  the  decease  of  her   mother,  which  was  ^^o^esso 

■^  afterwards,  the 

settled  on  her  for  her  separate  use.      There  was  no  surety  is  not 

restraint  against  anticipation,  and  no   settlement   was  uXssThe  loss 

made  on  her  marriage.  or  deficiency 

of  the  original 
and  primary 

Five  months  after  the  marriage,  Mr.  Hardwick  was  security  was 

occasioned  by 
compelled  to  come  to  an  arrangement  with  his  c red  1-  the  act  of  the 

tors,  whose  claims  he  was  unable  to  discharge.     By  the  ^  j  *^     » 

deed,  his  creditors  were  to  be  paid  by  four  instalments  a  trader  as- 

at  Uiree,  six,  nine  and  twelve  months,  to  be  secured  by  g^j,  J^^  H 

Mr.  HardwicKs  promissory  notes,  and  the  payment  of  ^*  B.,  tose- 

cure  a  compo* 
those  at  nine  and  twelve  months  was  to  be  secured  by  gition  to  his 

the. covenant  of  Mr.  Wright,  as  his  surety.     The  lia-  ^*^^^"j/Jlf 

bility  thus  incurred  by  Mr.  Wright  was  to   be  secured  liable  for  the 

by  the  assignment  from  Mr.  Hardwick  to  Mr,  Wright  S.K^the^*'^ 

of  all  Mr.  HardwicKs  estate,  goods  and  effects,  what-  trader  became 

soever    and   wheresoever ;    and,   in    addition,    by   the  ^a^b,  in  re- 

assis:nment  by  Mrs.  Hardwick  of  her  reversionary  life  *P^*  ^  ^®' 
®  "^  .    -^  separate 

interest  estate.     In 

NovembtTf  the 
trader  was  made  bankrupt,  and  A.  B,  entered  into  an  arrangement  by  which  he  gave 
up  the  goods  to  the  assignee: — Held,  that  A,  B.'s  assignment  was  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  wife's  separate  estate  as  surety  was  not  released. 

When  a  Plaintiff  has  delayed  filing  her  hill  for  ten  years,  the  time  which  lias  elapsed 
ought  to  preponderate  in  the  Defendant's  favorj  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  and 
the  balance  of  it  is  eveu. 
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ill  the  sum  of  5^000/.  settled  on  her  for  her 
|e  use. 

Inrdingly,  by  indenture  dated  the  23rd  of  March ^ 

'Mr.  Hardwich  assigned  to  Mr.  Wright  his  teaHe- 

Irade  premises,  and  his  stock-in-trade,  credits  and 

fitiesj  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him,  '^  at  his  dis- 

;>n  as  he  should  think  proper/'  to  provide  for  the 

nent  of  the  promissory  notes,  and  to  repay  himself 

[advances,   with    power  to   sell,   for   that  purpose, 

Joner  or  later  after  the  execution  of"  this  indenture. 

3y  an  indenture  of  even  date,  Mrs.  Hardmck  aa- 
|;ned  to  Mr.  Wright  her  interest  in  this  sum  of  6,000/. 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  instalments  and  to 
[pay  Mr.  Wright  his  advances.  Mr.  Wright  did  not, 
firi^tf  take  possession  of  the  business,  but  having 
leceived  sufficient  to  pay  the  first  two  instalments,  he 
paid  them.  The  third  instalment  became  due  on  the 
lA\h  of  November,  1853,  but  Mr.  Hardwich  was  unable 
[to  provide  the  funds  to  pay  it,  and,  after  some  negotia- 
tion, Mr.  Wright  on  the  same  day  took  possession.  Mr. 
Hardwich,  on  the  following  day  (26th  of  November)^ 
signed  a  declaration  of  insolvency,  upon  which  he  was 
adjudicated  bankrupt  on  the  following  day. 

After  some  discussion  between  Mr.  Wright  and  the 
assignees,  an  arrangement  was  come  to  between  them ; 
and,  by  an  agreement,  dated  the  9th  of  January,  1854. 
and  made  between  the  assignees  of  the  one  part  and 
Mr.  Wright  of  the  other  part,  it  was  agreed  (among 
other  things)  that  Mr.  Wright  should  not  be  entitled  to 
prove  under  the  bankruptcy  in  respect  of  any  payments 
theretofore  made  by  him  to  any  creditors,  parties  to  the 
creditors'  deed,  on  account  of  the  third  instalment,  and 
that  he  should  pay  the  assignees  200/.  in  satis&ction  of 

all 


\ 
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all  the  claim  they  might  have  against  him  on  account 

of  moneys  received  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  or  otherwise, 

and  that    be   should   relinquish   to   the   assignees  the  „^ 

stock-in-trade,  book  debts,  leasehold  and   other  pro-      Wright. 

perty  of  the   bankrupt  claimed  by  him  (Mr.  Wright) 

under  the  deed  of  the  23rd  of  March^  1853. 


In  February,  1856,  Mr.  Wright,  having  paid  1,038/. 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Hardtcick,  sold  Mrs.  Hardwiclis  in- 
terest in  the  fund  for  800/. 

The  tenant  for  life  died  in  February,  1863. 

In  October,  1863,  Mrs.  Wright  instituted  the  present 
suit,  charging  the  Defendant  with  negligence  in  leaving 
the  stock-in-trade  in  the  bankrupt's  order  and  disposi- 
tion, and  insisting  that  she  was  released  thereby. 

She  also,  by  her  bill,  charged,  that  the  agreement  of 
the  9th  of  January,  1845,  had  not  been  executed  with 
her  privity  or  concurrence,  or  approved  of  by  her  soli- 
citor, and  that,  by  means  thereof,  the  position  of  the 
Plaintiff,  as  surety,  had  been  prejudiced,  and  that  she 
was,  by  means  thereof,  released  from  being  such  surety. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that,  by  means  of  the 
agreement  of  the  9th  of  January,  1854,  and  the  other 
acts  of  Wright,  the  Plaintiff  was  released  from  her 
suretyship,  and  for  a  reconveyance  of  her  property  and 
an  account 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  A.   Smith,   for  the  Plaintiff, 

cited 


1866.       ,.  Butler  CO.  .  .  ao*  ^'-  ^ 


JJov.9- 


1  ^-^^  "°  Te  ^^^^^''^^  Jds   *«  T^,  advances 
^  »    tto\e6ft  ^'»*         vbese  <ie»'     .     good  «"3 

^"^tt  ^e  bad  «"^!; ,,,,,;«  to  ^^'^^^^ 
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Defendant  Wright  and  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  1865. 
the  PiaintifTs  husband,  in  January,  ISM,  is  a  release  of 
such  suretyship,  inasmuch  as  the  effect  of  it  was,  that 
the  whole  of  the  husband's  property  was  not  applied,  in 
the  first  instance,  in  discharge  of  what  was  due  to  the 
Defendant  To  determine  this,  we  must  examine  the 
transaction  itself.  It  was  occasioned  by  the  following 
circumstances: — On  the  25th  of  November,  1853,  the 
Defendant  Hardwick  signed  a  declaration  of  insolvency, 
and,  on  the  following  day,  he  was  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt The  effect  of  this  was,  that  the  deed  of  23rd  of 
March^  1853,  which  was  in  my  opinion  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, became  invalid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt,  who  were  then  entitled  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  deed  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  If  this  be  a  correct 
view  of  the  case,  then  the  assignees  of  Mr.  Hardwick 
might  have  taken  possession  of  the  whole  property  and 
left  the  Defendant  Wright  without  any  redress  or  re- 
payment, except  so  much  only  as  he  might  be  able  to 
obtain  on  proof  of  his  debt  under  the  bankruptcy. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  arrangement  of  the  9th  of 
January,  1854,  was  entered  into.  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  by  this  arrangement,  the  Defendant  Wright  gave 
tip  nothing  that  he  could  have  retained;  and  if  this 
be  so,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  gave  up  or  lost  a 
security,  the  value  of  which  could  not  be  ascertained, 
and  that,  by  reason  thereof,  the  surety  is  discharged 
either  in  toto  or  pro  tanto.  If  the  primary  security 
proves  to  be  worthless,  whether  it  was  so  originally,  or 
whether  it  became  so  afterwards,  this  does  not  dis- 
charge the  surety,  unless  the  loss  or  deficiency  of  the 
original  and  primary  security  was  occasioned  by  the  act 
of  the  creditor. 

Id  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  act  of  the  De- 
fendant 
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1865. 


fefidanty  Wright^  has  made  the  affiigoaieDt  of  the  goods 
and  leaae  of  the  PlaiotiflTs  husband  valoelesa.  What, 
in  tnithy  did  make  it  so  was,  the  declaratioD  of  iosol- 
▼ency  by  Mr.  Hardwick  on  the  2oth  November  follow- 


ing. 


rhich  enabled  his  creditors  to  avail  themsdves  of 


that  deed  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

It  is  true  that  Mr.  Wright  did  not  contest  the  matter 
with  the  assignees,  but  no  man  is  required  to  litigate  a 
question  where  the  law  is  against  him;  and  the  real 
question  on  this  deed  is,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  which  could  be  set  aside  by  the 
creditors  of  the  bankrupt.  If  he  has  mistaken  the  law, 
he  must  take  the  consequences ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  he 
was  rightly  advised  as  to  the  character  of  that  deed, 
and  the  course  he  took  was  the  best,  not  merely  for 
himself  but  also  for  the  Plaintiff,  as  by  it  he  got 
(which,  however,  as  events  have  turned  out,  must  be 
admitted  to  have  been  valueless)  the  contingent  rever- 
sionary interest  in  the  testator's  property  given  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  not  settled  for  her  separate  use,  which,  in 
the  event  of  such  reversionary  interest  falling  into  pos- 
session during  the  life  of  the  PlaintiflTs  husband,  would 
have  belonged  to  the  assignees. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  arrangement 
made  by  Mr.  Wright  with  the  assignees  of  Mr.  Hard- 
wick, did  not  occasion  any  loss  or  injury  to  the  original 
security  given  by  Mr.  Hardwick  by  the  deed  of  March, 
1853;  consequently,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  preju- 
diced by  such  arrangement,  and  that  the  property 
which  she  conveyed,  as  a  further  security  to  Mr. 
Wright  for  his  advances,  remained  still  applicable  for 
that  purpose. 


There  is  still  another  circumstance,  which,  althougli 

it 
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it  has  not  formed  any  part  of  the  grounds  on  which  I  1865. 
have  found  myself  compelled  to  decide  against  the 
Plaintiff,  ought  not  to  be  passed  by  without  notice,  and 
it  is  this : — The  arrangement,  made  by  the  Defendant 
Wright  with  the  assignees  of  Hardwich^  took  place 
early  in  January^  1864;  the  sale  of  the  Plaintiff's  re- 
versionary interest  in  the  5,000/.  took  place  in  February^ 
1856;  both  these  facts  were  well  known  to  the  Plaintiff 
and  her  advisers  at  the  time  when  they  occurred.  All 
that  is  known  to  them  now  was  known  to  them  then, 
yet  no  step  was  taken,  either  to  prevent  the  sale  of  the 
reversion  or  to  insist  on  the  release  of  the  Plaintiff *s 
property,  by  reason  of  the  arrangement  with  the  as- 
signees in  January^  1854,  until  the  reversion  fell  into 
possession,  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  in 
February^  1863,  and  then,  nine  years  after  the  transac- 
tion complained  of  and  when  the  evidence  of  assent  or 
dissent  becomes  less  trustworthy,  and  in  October ^  186^, 
this  bill  is  filed. 

Absence  from  this  country  or  insufficient  means  does 
not  justify  this  delay,  and  this  delay  would  entitle  the 
Defendant  Wright  to  insist,  that,  in  any  conflict  of 
evidence  where  the  balance  is  even,  the  time  which  has 
elapsed  is  an  element  which  ought  to  preponderate  in 
his  favour.  However,  I  have  treated  the  matter  as  if 
the  arrangement  of  January ^  1854,  had  been  recent  and 
entered  into  against  the  will  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  decree  will  be,  (at  the  option  of  the  Plaintiff,) 
either  to  have  the  bill  dismissed,  or  to  direct  an  account 
of  the  receipts  and  payments  of  the  Defendant  Wright^ 
in  the  ordinary  form  ;  but,  in  either  case,  the  Defendant 
Wright  must  have  the  costs  of  the  suit  up  to  the  pre- 
sent time. 
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1865. 


Nov.  7,  10. 

A,  B*  having 
been  rendered 
incapable  of 
performing  his 

Sartnership 
uties,  his 
partner  filed  a 
bill  against 
him  for  a  dis- 
solution. 
Afterwards 
and  before 
the  hearing, 
A.  B.'f  health 
improved : — 
Held,  that 
there  was  not 
sufficient 
ground  for 
dissolving  tlie 
partnership, 
and  all  pro- 
ceedings were 
stayed,  with 
liberty  to 
apply. 


WHITWELL  V.  ARTHUR, 

rpHE  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  entered  into  partner- 
ship  as  chemists  and   druggists  for  a   term^  of 
which  about  two  years  remained  unexpired. 

In  Jamiaty,  1864,  the  Defendant  was  seized  with 
paralysis,  which  incapacitated  him  from  attending  to 
his  duties  as  a  partner. 

In  November^  1864,  the  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit 
to  dissolve  the  partnership  in  consequence  of  the  in- 
capacity of  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  Woodroffe,  for  the  Plaintiff,  insisted  that  the 
state  of  the  Defendant's  health  rendered  it  impossible 
for  the  partnership  business  to  be  continued,  and  that 
the  nature  of  the  business  rendered  it  perilous  to  the 
Plaintiff  to  have  it  attended  to  by  an  incompetent 
person.  That  the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  entitled  to 
have  the  partnership  dissolved  and  the  accounts  taken. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  JEddis^  for  the  Defendant, 
argued,  that  the  Defendant*s  inability  had  been  tempo* 
rary,  that  his  health  was  now  restored,  and  that  con- 
sequently that  there  was  no  sufficient  ground  to  justify 
a  dissolution  of  the  existing  partnership. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Nov,  10.  This  is  a  suit  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  on 

the  ground  of  the  permanent  incapacity   of  the  De- 
fendant. 
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fendant.  The  Defendant  was  seized  with  a  paralytic  1865. 
attack  in  January^  1864,  and  in  November  following  the 
bill  was  filed.  1  think,  on  reading  the  evidence,  that 
during  the  whole  of  this  interval  the  Defendant  was 
incapable  of  performing  the  duties  which  he  had  cove- 
nanted to  perform  by  the  articles  of  partnership.  But 
I  think  he  has  improved  in  health  since  that  time,  and 
that  in  June,  1865,  down  to  which  time  the  medical 
evidence  extends,  he  was  competent  to  perform  his 
duties,  though  I  cannot  say  he  was  then  perfectly  com- 
petent or  as  competent  as  he  had  been  previous  to  his 
illness.  I  think,  on  the  evidence,  that  there  is  not 
sufficient  to  justify  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
and  the  medical  men  look  forward  to  an  improvement 
in  his  heath. 

I  cannot  dissolve  the  partnership,  but  the  Plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  file  this  bill,  for  he  might  reasonably 
think,  that  the  Defendant  would  not  be  able  to  perform 
his  duties.  I  at  first  thought  of  dismissing  the  bill 
without  costs ;  but  as  a  new  suit  might  become  neces- 
sary, I  think  that  the  proper  course  would  be  to  stay  all 
further  proceedings  and  to  reserve  liberty  to  apply*  If 
the  Defendant  should  continue  to  improve,  this  would 
be  the  same  as  dismissing  the  bill  without  costs ;  but  if 
his  health  should  fail,  the  result  of  this  order  would 
render  the  expense  of  another  suit  unnecessary. 

Therefore,  stay  all  further  proceedings  in  this  suit, 
with  liberty  to  apply. 


Note.— Sw  Sadler  v.  Lee,  6  Bern.  327;  Leafy.  Coles,  1  De  Cf., 
3f.  *  G.  171 ;  Be^k  v.  Frolich,  1  PhU.  172. 
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CHEESMAN  v.  PRICE. 
Nov.  13. 14.  PRICE  V.  CHEESMAN. 

Dec,  4. 

By  articles  of  JN  1860,  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Price,  a  tailor,  took  the 

a  term  be-  Defendant,  Mr.   Cheesman,  into  partnership.     By 

«*^n  h'li*"^  the  articles,  the  partnership  was  to  continue  ten  years, 

we're  to  be  determinable   as   after   mentioned.     Price   was   to   be 

onlyr*  ^^  ^'  ^"^'^'®^  t^  three-fourths  of  the  profits,  and  Cheesman  to 

drew  a  bill  on    one-fourth, 
a  customer  for 
the  amount  of 

his  bill:—  The  9th  article  was  as  follows  :— 

Held,  that  this 

was  not  a  sub-       "That  all  cheques,  bills,  notes  or  other  negociable 

stantial  viola-  .  .  ...  ,  .  .         ,  ,    , 

Uonofthe        securities,  which   may   be   given,   signed,  accepted    or 

articles.  indorsed  on  behalf  of  the  partnership,  shall  be  signed. 

The  failure  .  ^  ^  o        » 

of  one  partner  accepted  and  indorsed  in  the  name  of  the  firm  by  Price 

to  enter  in  Ws    only,  or  by  Cheesman,  if  previously  authorized  to  do  so 

nership  by  Price  by  some  writing  under  his  hand." 

moneys  re- 
ceived by  him 
is,  of  itself  and      By  the  10th,  Price  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  36L 

ofanypro^       monthly,    and    Cheesman    12/.    monthly,   out    of   the 

visions  in  the     profits, 
articles  of  * 

partnership, 

JroSor  the       ^^^   ^^^^'   "  ^^^^    ^^  ^'^®  partners   shall  keep  or 

other  partner    cause  to  be  kept  good  and  proper  books  of  account,  in 

^^artfcles    which  shall  be  entered  all  the  receipts  and  payments, 

of  a  partner-     dealings  and  transactions  of  the  partners,  respectively, 

ship  for  a  term,  .       ,    ^  ^   ,  ,.     ,       .  .       , 

each  partner     m  the  course  ot  the  partnership  business,  in  the  manner 

was  to  keep       usually  adopted  in  a  business  of  the  like  nature,  and 

proper  books  ■  J  i^  ' 

of  account  and  Cheesman 

to  enter  all  his 

receipts,  and  in  default  the  other  might  dissolve  the  partnership.     One  partner  had 

made  small  omissions  in  seventeen  instances,  which,  in  the  aggregate^  amounted  to 

9/.  10s.  i-^Held,  that  this  justified  the  other  in  dissolving  the  partnership. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Cfteesman  ehali,  rrom  time  to  time,  furnish  Price  with 
proper  memoraDdyms  of  all  the  receipts  and  payments, 
dealings  and  transactions  of  him,  Cheesman^  in  the  course 
of  the  business,  in  order  that  the  same  may  be  duly 
entered." 

The  18th  provided  (amongst  other  things),  that  if 
Cheesman  ''should  wilfully  neglect  or  refuse  to  keep 
just  and  proper  accounts,  as  thereinbefore  provided,  or 
should  do  anything  repugnant  to  clauses  6  or  9,"  Price 
should  be  at  liberty  to  dissolve  the  said  partnership  by 
giving  a  written  notice,  and  thereupon  the  said  partner- 
ship should,  from  the  time  of  giving  or  leaving  such 
notice,  cease  and  determine. 

The  20th  article  provided,  that  in  case  of  a  dissolution 
by  notice  given  by  Price  to  Cheesman^  under  clause  1 8, 
Cheesman  should  be  considered  to  have  quitted  the 
business  for  the  benefit  of  Price,  On  breach  of  ar- 
ticle 18  Cheesman  was  to  pay  Price  1,000/.  for  liqui- 
dated damages. 

The  partnership  commenced  in  July^  1860,  and  the 
Defendant  was  principally  employed  in  attendmg  in  the 
country. 

On  the  2l8t  of  Jii/y,  1863^  Price^  alleging  that 
Cheesman  had  violated  the  above  articles,  gave  him  a 
written  notice  declaring  the  partnership  dissolved. 

The  particulars  of  these  violations  are  stated  in  the 
judgment 

In  April,  1864,  Cheesman  instituted  the  first  suit  for 
a  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  to  have  the  ac- 
counts taken. 

In 
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In  June^  1864,  Price  filed  his  bill  for  a  declaration 
that  the  partnership  had  been  dissolved  on  the  21st  of 
July^  1863,  and  for  taking  the  accounts  on  that  footing, 
and  claiming  1,000/.  for  liquidated  damages  under  a 
clause  in  the  articles,  but  Which  was  however  abandoned 
at  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Selwyn^  Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Everett  for  the 
Plaintiff.  Parsons  v.  Hayward(a) ;  Kembk  v.  Farren (6) ; 
BetUv.  Burch(c). 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Hemming  for  Price. 

Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply.     Blisset  v.  Daniel  {d). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Dee.  4.  The  real  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  under  the 

articles  of  partnership  or  otherwise,  Mr.  Price  was  jus* 
tifled  in  sending  the  notice,  and  thereby  causing  a  dis- 
solution of  the  firm.    The  principal  charges  made  by" 
Mr.  Price  against  Mr.  Cheesman  relate  to  the  accounts 
kept  by  him.    The  charges  are,  first,  that  he  violated 
clause  9  of  the  articles,  by  endorsing  bills  on  behalf  of 
the  partnership ;  secondly, Hhat  he  has  omitted  to  enter 
in  his  accounts  sums  received  by  him  ;  and,  thirdly,  that 
he  did  not  remit  at  once  to  the  firm  in  London  the  sums 
received  by  him  in  the  country,  but  deducted  therefrom 
his  expenses  and  the  sums  he  was  allowed  to  draw  in 
respect  of  his  share  of  the  profits. 


In 


(a)  31   Beav.  199,  and  S  Jur.  (r)  4  HurL  Sf  N.  506. 

924.  (d)  10  Hare,  493. 

(6)  6  Bing  141. 
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In  order  to  be  able  to  judge  of  this  matter  satis-  1866. 
fkctorily,  I  bave  been  compelled  to  go  into  the  accounts, 
as  well  as  I  could,  upon  the  affidavits,  with  the  help  of 
the  ledgers  of  the  firm.  I  think  that  the  counsel  for 
Mn  Price  push  the  construction  of  the  9th  clause  of 
the  partnership  article  too  far,  when  they  contend  that 
it  was  a  violation  of  it  for  Mr.  Cheesman  to  draw  a  bill 
upon  a  customer,  to  be  accepted  by  that  customer  for 
the  amount  of  his  account,  when  the  customer  was 
unable  or  refused  to  pay  the  amount  due  from  him  in 
cash,  but  consented  to  give  a  bill  for  it  It  is  to  be  re- 
membered that  Mr.  Cheesman  was  acting  as  the  collect- 
ing partner  in  the  country,  and  the  necessity  of  sending 
to  London  to  have  such  a  bill  drawn,  and  of  having  it 
remitted  to  him  by  post,  would  have  occasioned  serious 
delay  and  some  expense,  and  would,  in  the  end,  have 
resulted  in  the  same  conclusion  ;  while  the  delay  might 
have  occasioned  the  loss  of  the  opportunity  of  obtaining 
th^  bill,  besides  the  expense  of  keeping  Mr.  Cheesman 
at  the  place  where  the  customer  resided  for  two  days, 
during  which  time  he  might  have  had  no  more  business 
to  transact  there.  There  is  a  marked  difference  between 
drawing  a  bill,  to  be  accepted  by  a  stranger,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  drawer  to  raise  money  on  it, 
and  drawing  a  bill,  to  be  accepted  by  the  customer  of 
the  firm,  for  the  amount  of  his  account  I  think,  there- 
fore, the  fact  of  Mr.  Cheesman  having  drawn  these  bills 
was  not  a  violation  of  the  9th  clause ;  but  it  was  essential 
that  the  bill  should  be  transmitted  at  once  to  the  bankers 
of  the  firm  for  the  purpose,  if  not  of  being  negotiated, 
at  least  of  being  presented  for  payment  at  maturity,  and 
for  taking  the  necessary  proceedings  upon  it  if  it  was 
not  duly  honoured.  I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that  much 
stress  ought  to  be  laid  upon  this  circumstance  of  the 
bills  being  drawn  by  Mr.  Cheesman. 

The 
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1865.  The  charge  that  Mr.  Cheesman  deducted  his  expenses 

and  his  monthly  share  of  the  profits  out  of  the  sums 
received  by  him,  instead  of  remitting  the  sums  entire  to 
London,  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  charge  with  more  substance 
in  it,  but  not  one  of  so  serious  a  character  as  would,  in 
my  opinion,  have  justified  the  steps  taken  by  Mr.  Price, 
although  it  was  very  desirable,  in  order  that  the  accounts 
should  be  kept  clear  and  distinct,  that  the  regular  course 
should  have  been  adopted. 

But  the  charge  that  sums  were  received  by  Mr. 
Cheesman,  which  were  never  entered  in  the  accounts,  is 
one  of  much  more  serious  character,  and  one  which,  in 
my  opinion,  affords  ample  foundation  to  justify  Mr.  Price 
in  giving  notice  of  dissolution  of  the  30th  July,  1863, 
even  independently  of  the  articles  of  partnership. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  investigate  this  matter  as  well 
I  could.  I  have  been  unable  entirely  to  make  out  the 
state  of  the  case  as  to  some  of  the  items,  but,  as  to  the 
others,  the  evidence  is  strongly  inculpatory  of  the  course 
pursued  by  Mr.  Cheesman.  In  many  cases,  Mr.  Chees- 
man  charged  himself  with  having  received  a  less  sum 
than  he  actually  received.  In  Mr.  Price^s  aflidavit 
seventeen  instances  are  given,  amounting  in  the  whole 
to  220^  I9s.  6d.,  charged  by  Mr.  Cheesman  as  received 
by  him,  while,  in  fact,  he  received  230Z.  9^.  6d,  After 
a  careful  examination  of  the  books  and  the  evidence, 
this  appears  to  me  to  be  proved.  It  is  suggested  that 
the  difference,  which  is  but  9/.  IO5.,  is  either  trivial 
or  to  be  explained  by  the  discount  allowed  to  cus-> 
tomers;  but  the  real  objection  does  not  lie  in  the 
amount,  but  in  the  system  which  it  reveals  and  the 
want  of  confidence  which  one  partner  must  necessarily 
feel  towards  another  who  is  capable  of  thus  conducting 
the  accounts.     When  such  irregularities  are  possible,  it 

mast 
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most  necessarily  be  productive  of  most  injurious  conse-        1865. 

quences  to  the  business,  particularly  errors  in  sending 

in  accounts  to  customers,  than  which  nothing  I  believe 

is  more  likely  to  injure  a  tradesman.     Many  attempts 

are  made  by  Mr.  CAeesman  to  explain  this,  on  the  ground 

of  discount  and  the  like ;  but  these  attempts,  in  my 

opinion,  wholly  fail,  and  the  irregularity  in  his  accounts 

is,  in  my  opinion,  an  established  fact,  even  upon  his  own 

shewing.    But  were  it  otherwise,  nothing  can  justify 

the  omission  to  add  some  statement  in  the  accounts, 

to  explain  why  it  was  that  the  larger  sum  appearing 

to  be  due  from  the  customers  was  discharged  by  the 

payment  of  the  smaller  one.    This  fact  would  alone,  in 

my  opinion,  have  justified  Mr.  Price  in  putting  an  end 

to  the  partnership. 

The  case,  however,  against  him  does  not  rest  here ; 
there  are  numerous  cases  of  money  received  by  him  and 
wholly  omitted  from  his  accounts :  and  this  is  established 
in  many  cases  by  his  own  admission.  In  his  answer,  he 
admits  having  received  7/.  and  3/.  U.,  which  he  did  not 
account  for,  aud  \2L  10«.,  which  he  did  not  account  for 
till  six  months  afterwards.  He  also  admits  having  re- 
ceived 7L  from  Mr.  Berridge^  for  which  he  did  not  ac«> 
coont.  He  tries  to  explain  this,  by  making  it  appear 
that  it  was  subsequently  paid  as  part  of  a  larger  and 
another  sum ;  but  even  if  this  were  true,  it  was  highly 
objectionable.  He  admits  having  received  14/.  15«., 
which  be  did  not  account  for  until  the  customer,  in 
answer  to  the  account  sent  in  to  him  by  the  firm,  alleged 
that  be  had  paid  it  He  admits  a  similar  transaction  as 
to  \\L2s.  with  a  customer  of  the  firm ;  and  he  admits 
having  received  21.  \2$.  due,  not  to  the  partnership,  but 
to  Mr.  Price  before  the  partnership  began,  for  which 
he  did  not  account  at  all.  In  all  these  cases,  he  offers 
ingenious  excuses  to  explain  why  the  circumstances  of 

l2  the 
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1865.  the  payment  and  the  receipt  escaped  his  recollection; 
but,  in  truth,  no  circumstance  can  excuse  a  partner  for 
forgetting  the  receipt  of  money  due  to  the  partnership. 
If  it  only  occurred  once,  it  would  be  a  very  serious  error 
on  the  part  of  a  partner,  but  when  this  failure  of  memory 
is  so  frequent  as  to  become  almost  systematic,  it  makes 
it  impossible  for  any  person  to  act  with  him  in  confidence 
as  a  partner,  or  to  place  any  reliance  in  him  or  in  his 
accounts.  I  regret  to  say  that,  from  the  examination  I 
have  made  of  the  accounts,  I  believe  that  about  90/.  or 
something  near  that  sum  can  be  proved  to  have  been 
received  by  Mr.  Cheesmarij  and  either  not  accounted  for 
at  all  by  him,  or  not  until  the  customers  asserted  they 
were  prepared  to  establish  the  fact  of  payment  to  him. 
It  is  obvious  that  no  firm  can  safely  proceed  upon  such 
a  footing ;  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  upon  this 
ground  alone,  that  Mr.  Price  was  perfectly  warranted 
in  putting  an  end  to  the  partnership  as  soon  as  he 
discovered  what  the  state  of  affairs  was.  It  is  due  to 
Mr.  Price  to  say  that  he  had  previously,  over  and  over 
again,remonstrated  with  Mr.  Cheesman  as  to  the  irregular 
state  of  his  accounts,  and  the  impossibility  of  trusting 
to  them.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  notice  of 
the  30th  of  July f  1863,  was  a  valid  notice,  and  that  the 
partnership  between  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Cheesman  was 
then  dissolved,  and  I  will  make  a  declaration  to  that 
effect 

The  consequences  are,  that  Mr.  Cheesman  cannot, 
after  the  30th  July,  1863,  claim  one-third  of  the  profits, 
but  he  is  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  how  much  of  the 
capital  employed  in  the  business  since  that  time  belonged 
to  him,  and  to  a  declaration  that  he  is  entitled  to  such 
a  proportion  in  the  net  profits,  after  deducting  all  ex- 
penses, as  his  share  of  the  capital  bore  to  that  of  Mr. 
Price. 
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LOVEJOY  V.  CRAFTER. 

Dec.  20,  21. 
fTlHE  testator  had  three  children  by  his  first  wife,  A  testator, 
-*■      namely,  WlUiam,  Margaret  and  Eliza.     By  his  ^?^'^J^^ 
second  marriage  he  had  five  children,  consisting  of  Tour  three  children 
sons  and  one  daughter,  namely,  Warlters,  Emma  Mary-  maniaJe'mive 

anuj  Edward^  Alfred  and  Francis.  his  residue  to 

his  wife  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the 
By  his  will,  dated  in  1863,  the  testator  bequeathed  to  fiye  children  of 

his  eldest  son,  William^  **  as  a  mark  of  respect,  the  sum  nlarriMe  (by 

of  20i,  I  having  some  years  since  given  him  leasehold  name)  "and 
,_.-.,,.,  -  „      such  other 

estate  in  the  Kent  Road  as  his  share  of  my  property.       child  or  chil- 
dren as  should 
be  living  at 

He  then  devised  a  freehold  estate  to  his  daughters  hisd^^^*' 

Margaret  and  Eliza.  —Held,  on 

the  context, 
that  the  chil- 
dren of  the 
And    be  devised   all  the  residue  of    his   real  and  first  marriage 

personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  eluded  in  the 

and  after  her  death  to  sell  and  divide  amongst  Sarah  residuary  giO. 

Robson  (the  daughter  of  his  wife  by  a  former  husband) 

and  his  children  Warlters,  Emma,  Edward,  Alfred,  and 

Francis  **and  such  other  child  or  children  as  shall  be 

living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  shall  be  born  in  due 

time  after  my  decease,  share  and   share  alike,"  the 

share  of  Sarah  Robson  to  be  paid  to  her  separate  use. 

*'  The  share  or  shares  of  my  daughter  or  daughters  to 

be  considered  as  vested  upon  her  or  them  attaining  the 

age   of   twenty-one    or   marriage,    which    shall    first 

happen,"  for  their  separate  use,  '^  and  the  shares  of  my 

said  sons  to  be  considered  as  vested  in  them  upon  their 

attaining 
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attaining  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  with 
benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer/' 

At  the  date  of  his  will,  the  children  by  the  first  mar- 
riage were  all  adults ;  but  those  of  the  second  marriage 
were  all  infants. 

The  testator  died  in  1854,  and  all  the  children  sur- 
vived him ;  his  widow  was  still  living. 

The  question  was,  which  of  the  children  participated 
in  the  residuary  estate. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Roberts^  for  the  three  children 
of  the  first  marriage,  contended  that  the  words,  **  and 
such  other  child  or  children  as  shall  be  living  at  the 
time  of  my  decease,*'  included  all  the  testator's  children 
then  living,  and  that  the  three  children  of  the  first  mar- 
riage shared  in  the  residuary  estate.  That  it  was  plain, 
that,  if  the  second  wife  had  died,  the  children  of  any 
subsequently  taken  wife  would  have  taken,  and,  if  so, 
those  of  the  first  marriage  could  not  be  excluded. 
That  words  of  exclusion  must  be  precise  and  certain, 
and  that  the  circumstance,  that  persons  take  under  a 
distinct  gift,  does  not  exclude  them  from  coming  in 
under  a  subsequent  gift  to  a  general  class. 

They  cited  Peppin  v.  Beckfordiq);  Barrington  ▼. 
Tristram  (b);  Ex  parte  The  Earl  of  Ilchesier  {c) ; 
Urqukart  v.  Urquhart  (d);  Pearce  v.  Vincent  («). 

Mr. 

(a)  3  Ve».  570.  {d)  13  Sim.  613. 

(6)  6  Vet.  348.  (e)  2  MjfL  ^  K.  800. 

(c)  7  Vet.  368. 
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Mr.  Seluryn  and  Mr.  Speed  for  the  purchaser  of  a        1865. 
share. 


Mr.  Hobhause  and  Mr.  Walford  for  the  children  of 
the  second  marriage.  The  context  shews  that  the  tes- 
tator did  not  intend  to  include  the  children  of  his  first 
marriage  as  legatees  of  the  residue ;  he  had  made  a  dis* 
tinct  provision  for  them.  The  words  ''other  child  or 
children"  must  to  some  extent  be  limited,  for  as  they 
stand  they  would  apply  to  the  children  of  any  other 
person.  The  word  **  my'*  must,  at  all  events,  be  intro- 
duced into  the  gift.  This  shews  that  the  gift  was  not 
unlimited.  The  other  provisions  relating  to  the  residue 
do  not  apply  to  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were  adults  at  the 
date  of  the  will. 

Mr.  B€iggaUay  in  reply. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

It  was  well  observed  that  the  words  ''such  other  child  Dec.  2U 
or  children"  must  be  restricted,  and  the  question  is, 
whether  they  are  to  be  restricted  to  the  children  which 
are  last  mentioned  or  to  all  the  testator's  children.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  they  are  restricted  to  the  children  of 
the  second  marriage,  that  they  are,  as  it  were,  words 
fjusdem  generis,  and  that  tlie  same  sort  of  rule  is  to 
be  applied  to  them  as  in  those  cases  where  the  testator 
eauroerates  particular  species  of  personal  property,  and 
then  adds  some  general  words  which  the  Court  holds 
to  be  restricted  to  things  similar  to  those  previously 
enumerated.  I  am  struck  with  this : — that  he  specifies 
by  name  all  the  existing  persons  who  were  to  take,  and 
there  can  be  no  reason  why,  if  he  had  intended  the  three 
children  by  the  first  marriage  to  take  in  conjunction  with 

those 
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1866.  those  of  the  second  marriage,  he  should  not  have  speci- 
fied them  by  name,  as  well  as  the  five  whom  he  men- 
tioned. He  mentions  the  five  and  then  says, ''  and  sacb 
other  child  or  children  as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of 
my  decease  or  shall  be  bom  after  my  decease/'  I  think 
that  means  the  children  of  the  class  last  mentioned,  and 
that  if  he  had  intended  the  words  ''other  children"  to 
include  the  children  of  the  first  marriage,  he  would  have 
specified  them  by  name.  The  difficulty  I  have  had  has 
arisen  from  the  manner  in  which  he  has  dealt  with  the 
general  expression  in  the  subsequent  words.  He  says 
''the  share  or  shares  of  my  daughtSt*  or  daughters  to  be 
considered  as  vested  upon  her  or  their  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty- one  years."  Now  that  is  in  fiavour  of  the  view 
I  have  already  expressed,  because  by  the  second  marriage 
he  had  but  one  daughter,  and  if  he  had  intended  to  in- 
clude the  three  daughters  of  the  first  marriage  it  is  pro- 
bable he  would  not  have  anticipated  there  being  one 
daughter,  in  the  singular  number,  to  take.  But  he  goes 
on  to  say  "and  the  shares  of  my  said  sons  to  be  con- 
sidered as  vested  in  them  upon  their  attaining  their  re- 
spective ages  of  twenty-one  years,"  and  "in  case  any  of 
my  children  shall  not  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  when  their  shares  shall  become  divisible,  1 
direct  my  trustees  to  invest  such  shares  in  the  purchase 
of  stock  in  the  public  funds,  until  they  shall  attain 
twenty-one  years,  and  upon  their  attaining  that  age,  or 
any  of  my  daughters  marrying,  to  pay  or  transfer  their 
shares  to  them  accordingly,  and  in  the  meantime  to 
apply  the  dividends  for  their  maintenance."  Now,  un- 
doubtedly, the  sense  seems  to  be  very  much  extended  here, 
for  he  not  only  uses  the  words  "any  of  my  daughterSy" 
but  "any  of  my  children."  Still,  having  come  to  the 
conclusion,  on  the  former  part  of  the  will,  that  he  only 
meant  the  children  of  the  second  marriage,  I  think  I 
can  with  propriety  say,  that  these  expressions  are  to  be 

attributed 
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attribated  to  the  children  he  had  previously  spoken  of, 
and  that  he  refers  to  the  class  with  whom  he  was  dealing. 
This  explains  why  he  anticipated  the  possibility  of  their 
dying  before  they  attained  twenty-one  and  during  their 
infancy. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  the  subsequent  power 
to  the  trustees  to  raise  200/.  out  of  the  portion  of  **  any 
of  my  children"  for  *'such  child  or  children's"  advance* 
menu  That  clause  only  applies  to  the  children  during 
their  infancy,  and  the  three  children  of  the  first  marriage 
were  not  infants  at  the  time,  and  therefore  the  clause  is 
not  applicable  to  them.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  also 
shews  that  the  ''other  children*'  were  the  children  of 
the  second  marriage. 


In  re  STRAND  MUSIC  HALL  COMPANY 
(LIMITED). 

jBx/wirte  EUROPEAN  AND  AMERICAN  FINANCE 
COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

June  12,  27. 
rYlHE  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  {lAmited)  was  in*  Where  direc- 

-*■      corporated  in  1862,  and,  by  the  78th  article,  the  ^"  Jan*/,iJe^ 

directors  were  empowered  to  borrow  on  mortgage  or  by  entered  into 

,        .    an  informal 
DOndS  agreement, 
within  the 
limits  of  their  power,  it  is  in  equity  binding  on  the  company,  and  this  Court  will  give 
riRrettoit. 

Whether  bonds  issued  by  a  public  company,  in  which  the  names  of  the  obligees  are 
left  in  bank,  are  valid,  oii^rre. 

The  pro|>er  mode  of  construing  any  written  instrument  is  to  give  effect  to  every 
part  of  it,  if  this  be  possible,  and  not  to  strike  out  or  nullify  one  clause  in  a  deed, 
unless  it  be  impossible  to  reconcile  it  with  another  and  more  express  clause  in  the 
same  deed. 

The  78th  clause  of  articles  of  association  limited  the  power  of  the  directors  of  bor* 
rowing  to  10,0001.,  unless  authorized  by  a  **  general  meeting."  By  the  35th  clause, 
a  '*^Mal  meeting"  might  authorize  the  borrowing  of  such  sums  as  it  thought  fit : — 
Held,  that  the  directors  might  be  authorized  to  borrow  beyond  10,000^,  either  by  a 
general  or  a  qpedal  meeting. 
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•  in  re 

Steam D 


bonds  any  snm  not  exceeding  10,000/.,  unless  authorized 
by  a  general  meeting  to  borrow  a  larger  amount. 


M  »8ic  Hall  By  the  35th  article  the  company  in  special  meeting 
might  authorize  the  borrowing  of  such  sums  of  money 
as  it  might  think  fit. 

The  directors  having  borrowed  9,2001,  the  company, 
at  a  general  meeting  held  on  the  1st  of  February ^  1864, 
empowered  the  directors  to  borrow  a  sum  not  exceeding 
30,000Z. 

On  the  7th  of  April,  1864,  the  Credit  Mobilier  Com- 
pang  lent  the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  5,000/.  on 
the  security  of  200  bonds  of  the. Strand  Music  Hall 
Company,  501.  each  (representing  10,000/.),  and  on  the 
security  of  the  directors.  These  bonds  were  issued  with 
the  names  of  the  obligees  in  blank.  Eleven  of  these 
bonds  (5,500/.)  were  sold  by  the  Credit  Mobilier 
Company,  and  the  names  of  the  purchasers  were  then 
inserted  as  the  obligees  in  the  bonds. 

Before  the  10th  of  October,  1864,  all  the  interest  of 
the  Credit  Mobilier  Company  had  been  transferred  to 
the  European  and  American  Finance  Company,  and  on 
the  10th  of  October,  1864,  an  agreement  was  duly  exe- 
cuted between  the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  of  the 
first  part,  the  six  directors  of  it  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  European  and  American  Finance  Company  of  the 
third  part,  whereby  the  remaining  189  bonds  of  60/. 
each,  constituting  a  first  charge  on  all  the  property  of 
the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company,  were  made  liable  for 
the  payment  of  5,000/.  to  the  latter  company.  The 
price  of  the  other  eleven  bonds  was  paid  over. 

llie  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  was  ordered  to  be 

wound 
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wound  up,  and  the  European  and  American  Finance       1865. 
Company  claimed  to  be  specialty  creditors  by  virtue  of      ^^^/^"^ 

the  bond.  Stkamd 

Muiic  Hall 
Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  J?.  Romilly  for  the  European  and     Compa«t. 

American  Finance  Company.     It  will  be  contended  that 

the  resolution  of  the  1st  of  February ^  1864,  to  increase 

the   borrowing   powers  of  the  directors  is  invalid,  by 

reason  of  its  having  been  made  at  a  general^  and  not  at 

a  special^  meeting  of  the  shareholders.     That  is  not  so, 

they  acted  under  the  power  given  by  the  78th  article, 

and  not  under  the  35th,  and  these  powers  are  cumulative. 

Secondly,  it  is  said  that  the  bonds  have  no  validity, 

because  the  names  of  the  obligees  were  omitted  ;  Tayler 

V.  The  Great  Indian  Peninsular  Railway  Company  (a). 

The  answer  is,  that  an  implied  power  was  given,  by  the 

deed  under  seal,  to  insert  the  names  of  the  obligees.     At 

all  events  there  is  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  Strand 

Music  Hall  Company  to  give  valid  bonds  as  a  security; 

this  agreement  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  have  made 

good  in  equity. 

The  agreement  of  the  10th  of  October,  1862,  is  a 
valid  equitable  contract,  and  this  Court  considers  that 
done  which  has  been  agreed  to  be  done,  and  it  will  give 
effect  to  imperfect  instruments  executed  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  This  is  laid  down  clearly  by  Lord 
RedesdaU  (&).  He  says,  '^  where  parties,  meaning  to 
create  a  perfect  title,  have  used  an  imperfect  instru- 
ment, a  feoffment  without  livery  of  seisin  ;  a  bargain 
and  sale  without  enrolment ;  a  surrender  of  copyhold 
not  presented  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor. 
Courts  of  Equity  have  considered  the  imperfect  instru- 
ment as  evidence  of  a  contract  for  making  a  perfect  in- 
stroment,  and  have  remedied  the  defect  even  against 
judgment  creditors." 

Mr. 

(a)  4  Be  G.  ^  Jonu,  559.  (6)  Poge  116. 
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1865.  ^^'  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Lawson  for  the  official  liqui- 

>N9v«^i^       dators  of  the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company.    The  acts 

In  re        ^f  ^|^g  directors  were  ultra  vires,  and  the  shareholders 
Strand  / 

Music  Hall   are  not  bound  by  this  transaction.    The  power  of  the 

•     directors  to  borrow  was  limited  to  10,000/.,  and  even 

then  they  could  only  exercise  it  by  giving  bonds  to  the 

extent  of  the  money  advanced ;  they  were  not  justified 

in  giving  bonds  to  the  extent  of  10,000/.  to  secure  a 

debt  of  5,000/.     Secondly,  the  bonds,  being  in  blank, 

were  void,  for  there  was  no  one  to  whom  they  were 

made  payable,  no  obligation  to  any  one,  and  they  could 

not  be  altered  by  the  insertion  of  a  name  after  they 

had  been  executed  by  the  obligors.     The  object  was  to 

commit  a  fraud  on  the  revenue  and  avoid  the  transfer 

stamp.     If  they  be  void,  the  agreement  constitutes  no 

charge  for  the  money  advanced.     Lastly,  the  35th  article 

of  the  association  is  positive,  that  the  borrowing  powers 

can  only  be  authorized  at  a  special  meeting  of  the  share* 

holders,  and  therefore  the  excess  beyond   10,000/.  is 

clearly  void.     They   cited  Peto  v.  The  Brighton,  ftc. 

Railway   Company  {a);    Re   The    British    Provident 

Company  (J)). 

Mr.  Elderton  for  the  bondholders. 

Mr.  Jessel  in  reply. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

June  27.  '"  ^^'^  cdi^e,  the  European  and  American  Finance 

Company  claim  to  be  specialty  creditors  of  the  Strand 
Music  Hall  Company  (Limited)  for  two  sums,  one  of 
5,000/.,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  10/.  per  cent. 

(o)  1  Hem.  Sf  Mil.  468.  (b)  10  Jur.  713. 
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per  amntm  from  the  16tb  of  March,  1866,  and  another       1865. 
of  2,7002.,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  the  same      ^'^'^^ 

rate  from  the  17th  of  March,  1866.  g^Jl^^o 

Music  Hall 

The  first  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  the 
directors  had  power  to  borrow  this  amount.  The  second 
question  is,  assuming  the  first  question  to  be  decided  in 
favour  of  the  claimants,  whether  the  directors  of  the 
Strand  Music  Hall  Company  have,  by  the  transaction 
in  question,  created  a  valid  specialty  debt  to  the  amount 
claimed.  There  is  no  question  but  that  the  amount  was 
duly  advanced  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  Strand  Music 
Hall  Company,  the  question  is,  whether  the  claimants 
are  specialty  or  only  simple  contract  creditors. 

The  first  question  is  one  of  construction  on  the  articles 
of  association  of  the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company,  and 
it  is,  whether  the  directors  had  power  to  borrow  beyond 
the  sum  of  10,000/. 

The  company  bad,  in  fact,  previously  to  the  trans- 
action in  question  on  this  summons,  raised  9,200/.,  and, 
consequently,  if  they  had  no  power  to  raise  more  than 
10,000/.,  the  loan,  in  respect  of  which  the  present 
claimants  seek  to  be  specialty  creditors,  would  have 
been  invalid,  except  to  the  amount  of  800/. 

The  78th  clause  of  articles  is  to  be  found  under  the 
bead  of  ''  Increase  and  decrease  in  capital,"  and  is  in 
these  words,  ''The  company  in  q>ecial  meeting'*  (which 
is  defined  to  mean  ''an  extraordinary  special  general 
meeting")  "may  authorize  the  borrowing  of  such  sum 
or,  sums  of  money,  and  on  such  terms  and  conditions,  as 
they  may  think  fit;  and  may  also,  by  the  resolution  of 
a  special  meeting,  increase  the  capital  of  the  company 
by  the  issue  of  new  shares." 

On 


«^ik 


Jt  tic   Toauer  -csFa 
miMDrr  ir  He  mwlj   ii 
B.Ljtiiu^    aiua    xne.      Hue 

n  lie   -""t**    IT  n3e-v:>e  m  lesuif  nL  :&e  < 

stun  xuzzs   if  nxsnr^   k*  lie*   nmj  inmL  ^me  Cs> 

aim&  SDcsxen;.  ^r=-  ly  ^vxv  jf  numiTCC  jc  fife  whole 

ir  Kxu  nrr  :s  :2ie  jinue.*  ir  :ne  23iiiiiiiiiy.«xr  bt  hoods 

ir  iiejcanire  juie&    it  n.  sua.  icoisr  '■unrarr  as  ^^ 

mmsf  ifssML  ussc    invaisd,  sews? 

|!i£tt  IT  :zie  -nmcini  numsv  s  3e  sz  iuijivcd  shall  i 

ic  laj  nxe  ime  ^sstspx  jL^^MiL.  iiii« 

IT  X  ar£*s*  iminuic  -^la^I  jif":  lesi  -ips^wtf  wubomed 

if  ^psme^d  mKruBtf^  n  wmirx  ^xst  aie  cnctors  may 

aizrxnv  xr  som  xii  f  n-oc  k  i»  «  aucaurae^'* 

T^AS^  .^^ans^  x  ^  ^mufnmsL  js  jejfmnaa  with  daose 
rSw  -v'livi  T!>rair?s  ^.luc  x  ^wtsai.  angBuaa  shoald  be 
oCJM  3if  xucicr-at«  ::3ts  SnncnivToi^  ^  Joy  iaaa  cxeeedii^ 
K\vWi.^  xi7%£  ZMC  jtf  jWcuL.  laKCn:^^  hinig  been 
ca'^  x>r  Uki-:  7ur:ose.  rti*  m^sc^an  bai  h>  power  to 

On 


CASES  IN  CHANC£R7.  159 

Od  referring  to  the  interpretation  clause,  little  assist-  1865. 
ance  is  derived  therefrom;  a '^ general  meeting"  is  de^ 
fined  to  mean  an  '^  ordinary  general  meeting ;"  an 
*' extraordinary  meeting"  means  an  "extraordinary  Muhc  Hald 
general  meetmg,  and  a  *'  special  meeting  to  mean  an 
"extraordinary  special  meeting."  It  is  obvious  that 
these  definitions  leave  the  matter  exactly  where  it 
waa. 

The  proper  mode  of  construing  any  written  instru- 
ment is,  to  give  effect  to  every  part  of  it,  if  this  be  pos- 
sible, and  not  to  strike  out  or  nullify  one  clause  in  a 
deed,  unless  it  be  impossible  to  reconcile  it  with  another 
and  more  express  clause  in  the  same  deed.  I  think 
that  I  must,  if  possible,  give  effect  to  both  these  clauses 
in  the  articles  in  question ;  and  I  also  think  that  thi» 
may  be  done  by  declaring  that  by  the  78th  clause  power 
is  given  to  a  general  meeting  to  authorize  the  directors! 
to  borrow  a  sum  exceeding  1 0,000/.,  and  that  by  the 
3£tb  clause  power  is  also  given  to  a  special  meeting  of 
the  company  to  authorize  the  borrowing  of  such  sums  of 
money  as  the  meeting  shall  think  proper.  But  for  the 
78tb  clause,  such  power  could  only  be  exercised  by  a 
special  meeting;  but  for  the  35th  such  authority  could 
only  be  given  by  a  general  meeting ;  but  by  the  com- 
bined effect  of  those  two  clauses  power  is  given,  either 
to  a  special  meeting  or  to  a  general  meeting,  to  raise 
money ;  and  though  this  is  not  very  skilfully  expressed 
in  the  articles  before  me,  there  is,  in  my  opinion,  no 
other  construction  of  which  these,  the  clauses  in  ques- 
tion, are  susceptible. 

Various  other  clauses  were  read  and  commented 
upon,  hot,  in  truth,  they  none  of  them  control  or 
modify  the  effect  of  either  of  the  clauses  in  question. 
There  is  no  clause  requiring  a  subsequent  confirmation 

of 
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1865*        of  such  a  resolution,  and  no  such  confirmation  was,  in 

*^"^^^      my  opinion,  essential  to  its  validity. 

In  re 
Strand 
Mtoic  Hall  fhe  next  question  is,  have  the  directors,  by  what  has 
taken  place,  created  a  valid  specialty  debt  of  the  com- 
pany, and  to  what  extent.  The  way  in  which  they  en- 
deavoured to  accomplish  this  was  as  follows : — On  the 
7th  April,  1864,  a  deed  was  executed  by  the  Strand 
Music  Hall  Company  of  the  first  part,  the  chairman  and 
fi^e  other  directors  (by  name)  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  Credit  Mobilier  Company  of  the  third  part  By 
this  deed,  the  Credit  Mobilier  Company  agreed  to 
advance  5,000Z.  to  the  company  for  six  months,  with 
interest  at  lOZ.  per  cent,  per  annum ,  on  the  security  of 
200  mortgage  bonds  of  the  company  for  bOL  each,  and, 
secondly,  on  two  joint  and  several  promissory  notes  of 
the  six  directors  for  2,500/.  The  validity  of  these  bonds 
is  disputed,  first,  because  the  name  of  the  obligee  is  not 
stated  in  the  bonds,  and,  secondly,  because  it  is  con- 
tended that  it  was  ultra  vires  to  issue  bonds  for  10,000/. 
as  a  security  for  only  5,000/.  advanced. 

Eleven  of  the  bonds,  so  deposited,  were  sold  by  the 
Credit  Mobilier  Company,  and  on  the  sale,  the  name  of 
the  purchaser  was  inserted  as  the  obligee  in  the  bond. 

In  October,  1864,  the  Credit  Mobilier  Company  re- 
quired, if  they  continued  their  loan,  certain  conditions 
and  a  bonus  of  400/ ,  which  were  accepted,  with  a  modi- 
fication,  by  the  directors  of  the  Strand  Music  Hall 
Company.  This  new  plan  was  carried  into  execution  by 
an  agreement  of  10th  October,  1864,  duly  made  and 
executed  by  and  between  the  Strand  Music  HaU  Com* 
pany  of  the  first  part,  the  same  six  directors  of  the 
second  part,  and  the  European  and  American  Finance 
Company  of  the  third  part.     It  was  agreed,  that  the 

agreement 
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agreement  of  7tb  April,  1864,  with  the  Credit  Mobilier        1865. 
Company  should  be  renewed  and  confirmed  between  the       ^^^^^^^ 
parties  to  the  said  agreement  Stbahd 

Music  Hall 
Istly.  That  the  loan  was  to  be  for  six  months  from     C®"***^"^- 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  with  interest  at   10/.  per 
cent,  per  annum  together  with  a  bonus  of  400/ ,  and 
commission  of  3/.  \Q8.per  cent,  on  sale  of  shares  herein- 
after mentioned. 

2ndly.  The  deposit  by  the  Strand  Music  Ball  Com- 
pany of  189  mortgage  bonds  of  60/.  each,  representing 
9,450/.,  and  forming  part  of  25,000/.  mortgage  bonds, 
constituting  a  first  charge  on  all  the  property  of  the 
Strand  Music  Hall  Company,  with  the  Credit  Mobilier 
Company  by  way  of  collateral  security;  and 

Srdly.  Two  joint  and  several  promissory  notes  for 
2,500/.  each,  by  the  said  directors;  and  if  the  notes 
should  not  be  paid  at  maturity,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  European  and  American  Finance  Corporation  to 
sell  the  mortgage  bonds,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  pay 
themselves  the  5,000/.,  with  interest  and  all  the  costs, 
together  with  a  commission  of  3/.  lOs.  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  of  such  sale. 

The  first  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether  this  trans- 
action creates  a  valid  charge  on  the  property  of  the 
company,  for  the  sum  of  5,000/.  Although  there  be 
considerable  informality  in  the  instrument  itself  and  in 
the  bonds  given,  still,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  creates 
a  valid  charge  upon  the  property  of  the  company. 
Assuming  that  I  am  right  in  the  first  point,  and  that 
the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  had  the  power  to 
raise  this  money,  and  consequently  to  give  a  valid 
charge  upon  their  property,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
have  endeavoured  to  do  so,  and  that  the  deed  executed 

VOL.  XXXV— I.  M  being 
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1865.  being  for  valuable  consideration,  they  have  effected 
'^^^'^^  that  object.  I  think  this  rests  upon  the  principle  of 
Strand  ^^^  cases  insisted  upon  by  counsel,  and  referred  to  in 
Music  Hail  \}^q  passages  cited  to  me  from  Lord  Redesdak*s  book. 
The  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  has,  in  this  instance, 
by  contract  for  value,  given  a  right  to  the  Credit 
Mobilier  Company^  and  through  them  by  transfer  and 
also  directly  to  the  European  and  American  Finance 
Company i  to  obtain  a  valid  charge  on  all  their  property. 
If  this  instrument  be  incomplete  at  law,  this  Court  will 
interfere  to  carry  the  contract  into  execution,  and  com- 
plete and  make  effectual  the  object  of  both  parties. 
If  the  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  had  proved  a 
flourishing  concern,  and  had  refused  to  complete  this 
agreement,  this  Court  would,  on  a  bill  filed  for  that 
purpose,  have  compelled  them  to  do  so.  The  rights  in 
equity  are,  in  my  opinion,  complete  when  the  agree- 
ments were  executed,  and  the  fact  that  the  company 
has  failed,  instead  of  becoming  prosperous,  cannot  affect 
this  right  1  think,  therefore,  that  a  valid  mortgage  in 
equity  on  the  whole  of  the  property  of  the  Strand 
Music  Hall  Company^  for  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  was 
effected. 

On  the  question  of  the  frame*^<)f  the  bonds,  I  give  no 
opinion  as  to  their  validity;  but  I  am  disposed  to  think, 
that  the  suggestion  of  an  implied  authority  having  been 
given  to  the  holder  of  the  bonds  to  insert,  on  behalf 
of  the  Strand  Music  HaU  Company^  the  name  of  the 
obligee,  is  not  sufficient  to  render  them  valid. 

The  objection  that  the  bonds  to  the  nominal  value 
of  10,000/.  were  given  to  secure  5,000/.  has  not,  in  my 
opinion,  any  weight.  It  is  frequently,  and  indeed 
usually,  the  case,  that  the  property  pledged  exceeds  the 
value  of  the  charge ;  but  this  does  not  render  the  trans- 
action 
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action  invalid,  independently  of  there  being  some  lioiita-        1865. 
tjon  of  authority  in  the  power  which  they  proFess  to      ^-"v-^^^ 
exercise.     On  turning  to  this  authority,  I  do  not  see       Strand 
anything  in  the  articles  of  their  association  to  limit  this  Music  Hall 
authority,  or  to  make  the  case  of  this  company,  or  of  the 
directors  of  it,  different  in  this  respect  from  that  of  any 
ordinary  individual.     I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  European  and  American  Finance  Company  have  a 
valid  charge  on  the  property  of  the  Strand  Music  Hall 
Company  to  the  extent  of  the  5,000/.  advanced  by  them. 


NoTB.— Affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices  the  3rd  of  August,  1865. 


Re  FOX'S  WILL. 


July  22,  24. 

npHE  testator  gave  "  all  his  goods  and  effects  to  his  Under  a  be- 

widow  Esther  Fox^  durante  viduitate^  and  after-  Successively  for 

wards  to  his  sister  Elizabeth  Allen  for  life."     He  then  'i^^j  ^»th  re- 

.  .  1       Ml     1        rnainder  to  the 

proceeded  thus: — ''And  it  is  my  mmd  and  will  that  survivors  of  a 

after  the  death  of  my  sister  Elizabeth  Allen,  the  re-  fJ*?:r"^^^' 
^  ^  '  that  the  sur- 

Biduary  effects  shall  go  to  my  surviving  brothers  and  vivorship  had 
sister  and  their  children,  to  be  divided  equally  between  jeath"o7the 
them."  last  tenant  for 

life. 

The  testator  died  in  1795,  he  left  his  widow  and  three 
brothers  and  a  sister  surviving  him. 

His   sister  Elizabeth  Allen  died  in   1810,  and  the 
widow  in  1859. 


The  three  brothers  and  the  sister  of  the  testator  died  in 
the  interval  between  the  death  of  the  sister  and  that  of 

M  2  the 
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the  widow ;  two  of  them  had  children,  some  of  whom 
were  still  living. 

The  question  was,  who,  under  the  above  gift,  were 
now  entitled  to  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  which 
had  been  paid  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Relief 
Act. 

Mr.  Edward  F.  Smith,  for  the  Petitioners,  argued, 
that  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  who  survived  the 
testator  (except  Elizabeth)  shared  in  the  residue.  He 
referred  to  Shailer  v.  Groves  {a),  where  the  gift  in 
remainder  is  stated  to  be  to  the  '^  surviving  brothers  and 
sisters  or  their  issue;"  Jarman  on  Wilk^b);  Evans  y. 
Evans  (c) ;  Kidd  v.  North  (rf). 

Mr.  E.  Romilly,  Mr.  C.  E.  Fox  and  Mr.  Forbes,  for 
the  Respondents,  argued  contrd,  that  the  survivorship 
had  reference  to  the  death  of  the  widow,  the  last  tenant 
for  life ;  Atkinson  v.  Bartrum  (e) ;  and  secondly,  that 
the  word  "surviving"  did  not  apply  to  the  "children." 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  very  nearly  met  by 
Atkinson  v.  Bartrum  (e),  which  authority  has  been 
supported  by  the  House  of  Lords.  I  think  that  the 
word  "  surviving  "  applies  to  the  whole  class  of  parents 
and  children,  and  that  the  period  of  division  was  the 

death 

(a)  6  Hare,  162,  and  tee  U  (c)  25  Beav.  81. 

Jtir.  485,  and  16   L,  J.  (CA.)  (d)  3  De  G.,  M.  4  0.p.951. 

367.  (e)  28  Beav,  219. 

(6)  2nd  edit.  p.  69. 
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death  of  the  last  tenant  for  liFe,  when  the  class  was  to        1865. 

be  ascertained.    The  class  consists  of  the  brothers  and      ^-^^^^^ 

Tie 
sisters  of  the  testator,  and  their  children  ;  and  these    p^^*^  Will. 

three  divisions  constituted  the  class.  To  entitle  any 
of  tbem  to  take,  they  must  survive  the  period  of  dis- 
tribution, and,  I  think,  they  take  per  capita,  and  not 
per  stirpes.  The  result  is  this:— as  the  sister  did  not 
survive  the  widow,  the  death  of  the  widow  is  the  period 
at  which  the  survivorship  is  to  be  ascertained. 

This  is  consistent  with  Shailer  v.  Groves;  for  if  the 
word  used  by  the  testator  in  that  case  was  ''or,"  as 
reported  in  the  Law  Journal  and  the  Jurist^  and  not 
"and,"  as  ^reported  in  the  4th  volume  of  Hare,  still, 
as  the  brothers  and  sisters  all  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
widow,  the  result  was  the  same,  and  it  made  the  ex- 
pression substantially  ''and." 

Take  a  declaration  that  the  residuary  personal  estate 
is  divisible  per  capita  equally  among  such  of  any  of  the 
brothers  and  sister  of  the  testator  (other  than  Elizabeth 
Allen)  as  survived  his  widow,  and  such  children  as 
survived  her  of  any  brother  and  sister  of  the  testator  (o). 

(a)  Reg.  Lib.  1865,  A.  Fol.  1932. 


Note.— 5ee  Knight  v.  Poole,  32  Beav.  548;   Drake/ord  v.  Drake^ 
ford,  33  Beav.  43. 
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FORRER  V.  NASH.  J"/y  12, 13, 

15. 


BY  an  agreement,  dated  the  2nd  of  September^  1864,  Where  a  per 
ground   floors 


the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  let  to  the  Defendant  the  perty  wh^h' 

,  &c.  of  No.   2,  Hanover  Street  "  from  ^e « neither 

able  to  conTcy 
Michaelmas-day f  1864,  with  the  right  to  a  lease  of  the  or  to  enforce 

above-named  premises,  for  seven,  fourteen  or  twenty-one  •«>n^^*nc« 

years  ;"  also  with  the  right  to  re-let  the  premises,  if  he  proper  parties, 

desired  it,  for  any  business  that  would  not  interfere  with  niay^repudiate 

Mr.  Forrer's  business.  ^e  contract, 

and  ia  not 
bound  to  wait 

It  turned  out,  afterwards,  that  Mr.  Forrer,  the  Plain-  ^•f'^^  «!»« 
'  '  '  vendor  can 

tiff,  was  himself  a  mere  lessee  of  the  property  for  a  term,  induce  tome 

of  which  twenty  and  a*quarter  years  only  remained  un-  ^  jqj^J^" 

expired.    It  also  appeared  that  his  lease  contained  cove*  inaking  a  good 

nants  restraining  the  carrying  on,  upon  the  premises,      The  Plain- 

any  trade  or  business  except  that  of  jeweller,  and  from  tiff  agreed  to 

,     .      .  ,  ...  ,  ^  ,  .     grant  to  the 

underletting  the  premises  without  the  consent  of  his  Defendant  a 

landlord.  1^*^/^'^ 

twenty-one 

years,  with  a 
This  being  discovered,  a  correspondence  ensued  be-  \^^^  he^had  *  ' 

tween  the  solicitors  of  the  parties,  and  on  the  22nd  of  only  a  term  of 
o  I  I       m   ••/¥>!  I*  .  I       .  .  twenty  years, 

beptemoerf  the   rlamtin  s  solicitors  having  written  a  and  could  not 

letter  calling  on  the  Defendant  to  perform  his  agreement,  "n^«jl«*  ^"h- 
the  Defendant's  solicitors  replied,  on  the  same  day,  re-'  sent  of  his 
marking  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  the  power  to  carry  r^y^^  Defend- 
out  the  agreement,  and  adverting  to  the  deficiency  of  an*  »*pudiated 
,  ,         ,  .    .  .  .     1      .  .the  contract 

the  term  and  to  the  restriction  against  underletting  the  xhe  Plaintiff 

premises.    They  added,  "  unless  some  communication  Sf^JT?"!*-!! 

from  for  specific 
performance, 
and,  pending  the  suit,  the  landlord  agreed  to  concur  i—Held,  that  the  contract  could 
not  be  enforced,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

from  you,  in  the  course  of  tomorrow  should  alter  our 
views,  we  shall  consider  the  whole  negotiation  at  an  endJ* 

FORRER 
V, 

Nash.  The    Plaintiff's  solicitors   rejoined,  insisting  on  the 

contract,  and  on  the  23rd  oF  September  the  Defendant's 
solicitors  replied,  adhering  to  the  former  letter  of  the 
22nd  of  September,  and  declining  any  further  negotia- 
tion. 

The  Plaintiff,  on  the  7th  of  October,  1864,  (before 
he  had  obtained  the  concurrence  of  his  landlord  iu 
granting  the  lease  which  the  Plaintiff  had  agreed  to 
grant,)  filed  his  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  of  the  2ud  of  September,  1864. 

It  appeared  that  so  late  as  January,  1865,  the  land- 
lord had  refused  to  join  in  the  lease  to  the  Defendant; 
but,  in  April,  1865,  the  landlord  made  an  affidavit,  in 
which  he  stated,  that  he  had  been  and  was  ready  to  do 
all  acts  necessary  for  enabling  the  Plaintiff  to  perform, 
in  all  respects,  on  his  part,  the  agreement  with  the 
Defendant. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  E.  K.  Karslake  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  contract  is  complete  and  binding,  and  the 
Plaintiff,  who  has  now  the  power  of  performing  it,  is 
entitled  to  a  specific  performance.  It  is  no  objection^ 
to  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  that 
'the  title  has  been  made  perfect  since  the  institution  of 
the  suit;  it  is  frequently  made  perfect  even  after  decree. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Eddis  for  the  Defendant.  First, 
there  was  no  concluded  agreement  between  the  parties; 
secondly,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  power  to  perform  the 
contract  at  the  time  when  the  Defendant  annulled  the 
contract,  which  he  was  entitled  to  do,  and  nothing  sub- 
sequent 
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sequent  can  reinstate  it.  Time  was  of  the  essence  oF 
the  contract,  for  the  Defendant  intended  to  devote  the 
premises  to  his  business  purposes,  which-  admitted  of 
no  delay  and  required  the  immediate  possession  of  the 
premises. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  contract  was  Ju/y  15. 
perfectly  good,  and  that  it  is  well  proved;  but,  under 
the  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance.  The 
contract  was  for  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  with  the 
right  to  relet  the  premises ;  but  the  Plaintiff  had  only 
the  power  to  grant  a  lease  for  about  twenty  years,  and 
the  assent  of  Mr.  Leslie^  the  freeholder,  was  required  to 
enable  the  Plaintiff  to  grant  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
years.  In  addition  to  this,  the  covenant  in  the  Plaintiff's 
lease  made  it  impossible  for  him  to  grant  to  the  De- 
fendant a  ''  right  to  relet  the  premises  for  any  business 
vrhich  would  not  interfere  with"  the  Plaintiff's  business; 
the  assent  of  the  freeholder  was  also  necessary  for  that 
purpose.  As  soon  as  the  Defendant  found  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  no  power  to  grant  the  lease  for  which  he 
contracted,  his  solicitor  wrote,  requiring  the  assent  of 
the  landlord,  and  pointing  out  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not 
the  power  to  perform  his  agreement. — [TAe  Master 
of  the  Rolls  commented  on  the  subsequent  corre- 
spondence, and  continued  :] — It  is  important  to  observe, 
that,  during  this  time,  the  Plaintiff  had  no  power  to 
grant  the  lease,  and  therefore  the  case  was  like  that  of  a 
person  undertakingto  sell  a  property  which  does  not 
belong  to  him.  It  appears,  from  the  correspondence, 
that  the  Defendant  set  the  Plaintiff  at  defiance  in  the 
month  of  September ,  1864.     It  is  also  to  be  observed 

that 
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JUL  zx  iauo  «»&  vsuBJ  by  cbe  Defeodaot  for  the 
m  lis  tmip,  he  being  desirous  of 
lad  H  he  had  taken  pos- 
jx'  jae  iresuaesw  le  ^u&u  have  been  turned  out 
ly  .He  c^ficr  s  HIV  ^me  /  ae  thoagfat  fit  to  dissent 
irnn  ^e  cs«  ^rvaa^u  imi  besides  the  Defendant 
.^?u.^  IV.X  £1^%  r.ai  :3e  !esae  iir  the  foil  term  with  the 
icwtjr  X  'e-  €C.  v:iii:3  le  'liki  rcii:racted  for. 

TVs  ?^JLiin:£  k  ins  uau'tug.  njs;*  I  hare  now  the 
icwcs^  :i.'  ^rsnc  'lu  :air  .eue«  aad  far  that  purpose  he 
-jnAiuesS'  lu  ufiua^c  Trnn  Xr.  LeA^  filed  the  21st  of 
^:wu  XV.  u  «:iH:a  le  sa^  ~te  «  readj  to  do  all  acts 
3\!o:f!i»^-^  xr  sMine  :ui>  P'ainfirF  a^  mMl  his  contract 
It'  It*  i3M  insoe  nu^  scueoieac  ii  Se9€eaiher,  1864,  and 
:u«i  ?^aiuufF  iiai  ^iminuaiiaasd  x  to  the  Defiendant, 
;fie«>;  m*j\xm  »««  3t:«a  la  out  zi  ilbe  question.  But 
iL*ii»  urni  «:st^  ~.:k  Tti'raihuu:  i;  xic  ja  aad  wait  to  know 
«  loittf*-  '.ae  ?*aiaafr  ^julu  tumUs  sat  a  good  title  ?  The 
y^tttituin  c  uik^irsi  xuix  ««i:raL  TUMuews  with  the  Mr. 
il.-^itf.  :rhs  Vnvamiw^.  imt  c  n  ai2C  cc^cradicted  that  in 
«*ia««un»  ri  ui«*  iftfiMqc  n««r  ne  Pjuati#  ooald  not 
jtiik-;  4  :iue»  ur.  ic  onu  :ime>  Xr.  Lniii  fgfawsd  to  join 
ru  v-]«f  iMse.  iaiu  c  W3&>  3UC  met  ^jrrf  of  the  present 
^«»r  3ittc  IV  ^-vuiKUQs^  ui  ii7  jc.     Hsm  Soo^  was  this  to 

rv  F^uiuctF  "Km  W  ^lil  o  Jetuier.  lS6%f  and  it  is 
TrvvTM.  Tfroc  u  J^*4nimtrj^  litfc..  le  w:»  xoc  able  to  grant 
:ae  etizse  n;  'nai  j§rs«^  if  zraac.  lad  m  Joer  sot  shew 
t^c  le  *«;ii$^  ^«r  icis;  x*  ^jin^riett  i»  coBtiact  until 
Jijr-l^  ^.i<:^^  U  1  ivrsmL  4-mcei£  i?  keep  another  in 
$iitf7«f«Kt*   inrir^  ::friic  zum  *   r  at^  c  a&ij  go  oo  any 

£efaat»  Ui&.  x  :s  12  >*  roiseriRQit  caitt  dbfie  w^  co 

BMUBaiitT, 
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mutuality,  for  the  Defendant  could  not  have  had  a 
decree  against  the  Plaintiff  to  perform  the  contract, 
because  the  Court  does  not  attempt  to  compel  a  person 
to  do  what  is  impossible.  The  Plaintiff  had  do  power 
to  grant  the  lease,  and  neither  the  Court  nor  the  De- 
fendant could  have  compelled  him  to  do  so. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  when  a  person  sells  property 
which  he  is  neither  able  to  convey  himself  nor  has  the 
power  to  compel  a  conveyance  of  it  from  any  other 
person,  the  purchaser,  as  soon  as  he  finds  that  to  be 
the  case,  may  say,  ''  I  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  it.*' 
The  purchaser  is  not  bound  to  wait  to  see  whether  the 
vendor  can  induce  some  third  person  (who  has  the 
power)  to  join  in  making  a  good  title  to  the  property 
sold. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


WARD  V.  CARTTAR. 

Nw.  21,  23. 
fTlHE  question  in  this  case  arose  upon  the  Statute  of  A  solicitor 
A      Limitations  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  ss.  2,  28),  SJft^""on 

under  the  following  circumstances : —  his  client's 

estate  is  con- 
In  1828,  the  testator  mortgaged  a  freehold  house  in  JJ^tfne  m  his 
Greenwich  to  Matthews  and  Pearson  for  a  term  of  1,000  agent. 
years  for  securing  the  sum  of  40Z.  ^^^  T^^%^ 

sion  called  on 
mi  ft'     i^irtrx    1       •         -I'll*  the  tenant  for 

The  testator  died  m  1829,  havmg  devised  this  pro-  bis  rent,  who 

perty  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  sons,  ?*/f  .^®  ^f ^ 
^      J  '  '  laid  It  out  m 

daughters  and  granddaughters.  repairs.    The 

The  "^^'^^f®®  «c- 
quiesced  in 
this;  but  there 
was  no  evidence  of  the  tenant's  accepting  the  mortgagee  as  his  landlord  or  of  any- 
thing like  an  attornment :—  Heldj  that  there  was  not  an  entering  into  possession  or 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rent  by  the  mortgagee. 


172 


1865. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  widow  died  in  April,  1836,  and,  in  the  same  year, 
Mr.  Carttar  was  employed  as  solicitor  of  the  legatees. 
An  attempt  was  made,  through  him,  to  sell  the  house 
for  the  purpose  of  division,  but  without  success.  In 
August,  1836,  Carttar  paid  off  the  mortgagees  (Matthews 
and  Pearson),  but  took  no  assignment  of  the  mortgage. 
He  continued  to  receive  the  rents  down  to  1841,  when 
he  became  bankrupt.  The  bankruptcy  was  annulled, 
and  in  January,  1843,  Carttar  assigned  all  his  estate 
to  trustees,  of  whom  Pugh  was  the  survivor,  for  distri- 
bution amongst  his  creditors.  Subsequently,  in  Sep- 
tember,  1843,  the  trustees  obtained  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgage  from  Matthews  and  Pearson.  They  there- 
upon insured  the  house  against  fire,  and  applied  to  the 
tenant  in  possession  for  the  rent  in  arrear.  The  tenant 
accounted  for  it,  by  saying  that  he  had  laid  it  out  in 
repairs,  and  the  trustees  acquiesced  in  this,  and  at  that 
time  received  nothing  from  the  tenant.  The  first  time 
they  received  any  rent  was  on  the  24th  of  September, 
1844,  and  they  had  since  continued  in  receipt  of  the 
rent.  There  was  no  proof  of  any  attornment  by  the 
tenant  to  the  trustees  or  any  acknowledgment  of  their 
title  as  his  landlord  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  rent 
on  the  24th  of  September,  1844. 


This  bill  was  filed  in  January,  1864,  by  the  persons 
entitled  in  remainder  under  the  will  of  the  testator, 
against  Carttar  and  Pugh  to  redeem  the  mortgage. 

Carttar  disclaimed,  and  Pvgh,  though  admitting  he 
had  received  sufiicient  to  discharge  the  mortgage,  in- 
sisted on  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27) 
in  bar. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs.   The  statute  does  not  apply  in  this  case,  for  Carttar 

was 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

was  never  in  possession  in  his  own  right,  he  was  in  as 
the  mere  agent  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  he  never  changed 
his  character.  In  regard  to  Pugh^  he  was  never  in  per- 
sonal possession,  except  by  the  receipt  of  rent,  and  the 
first  rent  received  by  him  was  paid  on  the  24th  of  Sep* 
tember,  1844,  which  is  less  than  twenty  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill.  Neither  the  payment  of  insurance 
nor  the  demand  of  rent  is  a  possession  or  receipt  of 
rents  required  by  the  statute.  The  Defendant  has  been 
more  than  paid  the  40/.  and  interest,  but  we  waive  all 
these  accounts,  and  ask  a  conveyance  with  costs. 
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Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  G.  iV.  Colt  for  Pugh.  Carttar^ 
from  the  time  he  paid  the  mortgage,  was  in  receipt  of 
the  rents  in  the  character  of  mortgagee,  and  not  as 
agent,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  his  accounting  to  the 
Plaintiffs  for  the  rents.  He  continued  in  possession 
until  Pugh  entered,  for  otherwise  the  possession  was 
vacant*  More  than  twenty  years  before  the  filing  of 
the  bill,  Pugh  called  on  the  tenant  for  his  rent ;  the 
tenant  accounted,  and  the  amount  was  allowed  by  Pugh 
to  the  tenant  for  repairs.  This  was  an  acknowledgment 
of  his  title  and  equivalent  to  the  payment  of  the  rent 
itself.  The  possession  of  the  tenant  was  that  of  the 
landlord,  and,  by  this  attornment  to  Pugh^  he  entered 
into  possession. 

Mr.  Billon^  for  Car t tar ^  asked  for  costs. 
Mr.  Southgate  in  reply. 


77i€  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill  for  redemption,  and  the  defence  set  up  is 
twenty  years  adverse  possession  by  a  mortgagee  in  pos- 
session. 


Nov.  23. 
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1866. 


Ward 

V. 

Carttar. 


session.  The  subject  of  the  suit  is  a  house  called  No.  9, 
Union  Street f  Greenwich^  which  was  mortgaged  by  the 
testator^  on  the  16tb  of  March,  1828,  to  Matthews  and 
Pearson  For  a  sum  of  40/.  Shortly  after  this,  in  1829, 
the  testator  died  ;  he  left  the  whole  of  this  property  to 
his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  bis  four  sons, 
two  daughters  and  a  granddaughter. 


The  widow  died  in  April,  1836* 


For  a  considerable  time  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 
Carttar  was  the  solicitor  of  the  family,  and  he  received 
the  rents  of  this  house,  which,  it  appears,  was  never  in 
the  possession  of  Matthews  and  Pearson,  the  mort- 
gagees. In  August f  1836,  Carttar  paid  Matthews  and 
Pearson  the  40/.,  but  he  took  no  assignment,  and  there 
the  matter  rested.  It  is  material  to  consider  what,  at 
that  time,  was  the  effect  of  these  transactions.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  Carttar  must  be  considered  as  the  agent 
of  the  legatees,  and  not  as  taking  the  mortgage  for 
himself.  There  was  an  account  between  him  and  his 
clients ;  he  had  received  rents  and  done  work  and  labour 
for  them,  and  if  the  account  had  then  been  taken,  I 
should  have  taken  it  against  him  as  an  agent,  and  not 
as  a  mortgagee  in  possession  and  making  him  account 
for  the  rents  which,  without  his  wilful  default,  he  might 
have  received.  It  is  impossible  to  say,  that  if  my  so- 
licitor pays  off  a  mortgage  on  my  property,  either  with 
or  without  my  instructions,  he  can  alter  the  character 
in  which  he  acted  and  consider  that  he  has  become  a 
mortgagee  in  possession.  I  am  clear  that,  in  such  a 
case,  1  should  take  the  account  against  the  solicitor  as 
the  agent  of  his  client,  charging  him  with  his  receipts, 
but  not  with  wilful  default,  as  I  should  against  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  if  the  house  had  not  been  properly 

let 
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let  by  him.     I  ain  of  opinion  ihat,  after  the  payment        1865. 
to  Matthews  and  Pearson,  the  possession  was  the  pos- 
session of  CaTttar*s  clients. 


Ward 
Carttar 


In  1841  Carttar  became  bankrupt,  and  then,  for  a 
time,  no  rents  were  received  by  anyone;  but  I  am  of 
opinion  that  his  bankruptcy  did  not  alter  the  possession, 
which  was  still  the  possession  of  the  legatees,  the  clients 
of  Carttar f  and  that  it  continued  such  until  some  adverse 
possession  was  taken. 

In  January,  1843,  Carttar  assigned  his  property  to 
Pugh  and  another  (of  whom  Pugh  is  the  survivor)  in 
trust  for  distribution  amongst  his  creditors,  and  in  Sep" 
iember,  1843,  they  took  an  assignment  of  this  house, 
Mo.  9,  Union  Street,  from  Matthews  and  Pearson.  It 
is  necessary  to  pause  here  and  observe,  that  this  was 
more  than  twenty  years  before  the  bill  was  filed.  I  am 
disposed  to  think,  that  if  the  account  between  Carttar 
and  his  clients  had  then  been  such,  that  nothing  was 
due  to  him,  he  could  not  have  taken  an  assignment 
from  Matthews  and  Pearson  for  his  own  benefit,  but 
that  he  would  have  been  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiffs,  his 
clients,  and  no  question  on  the  statute  could  then  have 
arisen,  for  Pugh  and  his  co-trustee  could  not  stand  in 
a  better  situation  than  Carttar  did.  It  would  there- 
fore have  been  impossible  to  decide  the  question,  with- 
out ascertaining  the  state  of  the  accounts  between 
Carttar  and  his  clients. 

But  assuming  that  Carttar  was  a  creditor  of  the 
legatees  at  that  time,  and  that  a  balance  was  due  to  him, 
I  am  still  of  opinion,  on  the  evidence,  that  possession  was 
not  taken  by  Pugh  until  September,  1844.  What  the 
Defendant  Pugh  relies  on  is,  first,  that  in  April,  1843, 

he 
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he  effected  an  insoraace  ag&inst  fire ;  but  this  amoanU 
to  nothing.  A  mortgagee  oot  of  poesession  may  effect 
an  insorance,  but  that  U  not  taking  possession,  and  the 
payment  can  only  fonn  an  item  of  allowance  in  the 
account. 

Secondly,  it  is  admitted  that  no  rent  was  actually 
receiTed  until  the  24th  of  September^  1844,  which  is 
less  than  twenty  years  before  this  bill  was  filed,  which 
was  in  JoMwary,  1864.  It  appears  that  before  September 
an  application  was  made  by  Prngh  and  his  co-trustee  to 
the  tenant  in  possession  for  the  rent,  and  the  tenant 
answered  it  by  saying,  that  he  had  laid  it  out  in  repairs, 
and  that  the  trustees  acquiesced  in  this.  This  is  yery 
doubtful  and  ambiguous,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  tenant  said,  "  I  accept  you  as  landlord,**  or  did  any- 
thing that  amounted  to  an  attornment.  There  is  only  a 
statement  that  the  trustees  made  some  inquiry  about  the 
rents,  but  that  they  receired  nothing.  In  the  absence 
of  further  evidence,  possession  can  only  be  considered 
to  have  been  taken  at  the  time  when  the  rent  vras  first 
received,  and  the  first  money  which  was  actually  received 
by  the  trustees  was  on  the  24th  of  September,  1844, 
which  is  less  than  twenty  years  before  this  bill  was 
filed. 

The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  redeem,  I  must  order  an 
assignment,  and  Pugh  must  pay  the  Plaintifis*  costs. 
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BAILLIE  t?.  M'KEWAN.  Nav.S. 

Dec.  8. 

TN  July,  1861,  by  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  A,  B.,  in 

-*-     of  the  Plaintiffs  (Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  BaiUie),  some  waswted,de- 

JSast  India  Stock  and  some  £3  per  Cents  and  Railway  ??*^}^}^  ^>J'> 
o       1         t  .  1     1     1    1  /.         I    .  «  »>w  bankers  by 

Stock,  which  had  been  transferred  mto  the  name  of  way  ofequit- 

Dr.  James  Baillie,  as  sole  trustee,  were  settled  upon  the  ^^^  ^^l^' 

Plaintiffs  and  their  children  on  the  ordinary  trusts.  afterwards  re- 

ceived notice 
(as  tbe  fact  was) 
Shortly  after  this,  in  the  month  of  iVbrewift^,  1861,  that  yl.B.  was 

Dr.  James  BatUie  suggested  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  expe-  of  the  lease- 

diency  of  laying  out  2,100/.  (part  of  the  trust  property)  ^^^J; ''"g^^®^ 

in  the  purchase  of  a  leasehold  house.  No.  9,  Westbourne  obtained  from 

Square,  which,  as  he  alleged,  belonged  to  him.     Mr.  ^^^jJ^e^f 

and  Mrs.  Baillie  seemed  to  have  trusted  to  this  repre-  the  legal  es- 

sentation,  without  making  any  further  inquiry  as  to  the  that  tbe  crs/if is 

value  of  the  house.    They  assented  to  this  disposition  9"f  'f***'  had 

.  .  pnonty  over 

of  the  trust  funds,  and  gave  the  authority  required  by  the  bankers. 

the  settlement  for  the  change  of  the  investment. 

On.  the  20th  o(  December,  1861,  Dr.  James  Baillie, 
who  had  previously  been  only  negotiating  for  the  pur- 
chase, obtained  a  conveyance  of  the  house  to  himself 
in  consideration  of  900/. ;  but  the  deed  did  not,  on  the 
face  of  it,  shew  that  it  was  to  be  held  on  any  trusts 
whatever.  Two  days  previously  to  the  conveyance,  he 
had  sold  out  700/.  New  £3  per  Cents  (part  of  the  trust 
funds),  which  produced  630/.,  and  this  sum  he  applied 
in  part  discharge  of  the  purchase-money.  In  January, 
1862,  he  sold  out  800/.  JEhst  India  Stock,  and  later  in 
the  same  year  he  sold  out  and  misappropriated  a  further 
poKion  of  the  trust  funds. 

VOL.  XXXV — II.  N  At 
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1865.  About  Christmas,  1861,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Baillie  wni  the 

wliole  of  their  furniture  to  the  house,  but  they  did  not 
actually  go  to  reside  there  until  November,  1862.  But 
M'Kbwah.  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion,  that  they  took  posses- 
sion at  Christmas,  1861,  though  it  was  alleged  that  the 
trustee  continued  to  reside  there. 

On  the  25th  February,  1862,  Dr.  James  Baillie  de- 
posited the  lease  with  the  London  and  County  Sank,  as 
a  security  for  1,500Z.  and  the  floating  balance  of  his 
banking  account,  and  the  documents  of  title  relating  to 
the  house  were  also,  at  the  same  time,  deposited  with 
the  bank.  Dr.  James  Baillie,  at  the  same  time,  signed 
a  written  undertaking  to  execute  to  the  bank,  when  re- 
quired, a  valid  legal  mortgage.  The  banking  company, 
however,  made  no  inquiry  as  to  the  ownership  or  pos- 
session of  the  house. 

Mr.  and  Mr.  Baillie,  having  discovered  that  Dr. 
Jamei  Baillie  had  misapplied  the  trust  funds,  ikistitoted 
a  suit  {Baillie  v.  Baillie)  against  him,  on  the  10th  of 
January,  1863,  and,  on  the  same  day,  obtained  an  in* 
junction  to  restrain  him  from  parting  with  the  railway 
stock,  the  only  residue  of  the  trust  funds.  Three  days 
previously  (7th  January,  1863)  Mr.  Walty,  a  stock 
broker,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs,  informed  Mr.  Oray, 
the  accountant  of  the  bank,  that  the  trlistee  had  applied 
the  trust  funds  to  his  own  purposes,  but  he  said  nothing 
of  the  leasehold  property. 

On  the  14th  of  January,  1863,  Mr.  Jennings,  the 
clerk  of  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  called  on  Mf.  Stevens, 
the  solicitor  of  the  bank,  to  whom  he  had  been  refefred, 
and,  amongst  other  things,  delivered  to  him  a  copy  of 
the  bill  in  Baillie  v.  Baillie.  This,  as  tlie  Cotirt  held, 
gave  "  full  knowledge  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 

claim 
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claim  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  this  house,  and  the  facts 

iwhich  tliey  alleged  in  support  of  it." 

Baillie 

V, 

On  the  16th  of  January,  1863,   Dr.  James  Baillie    M'Kewak. 
executed  a  legal  mortgage  of  the  house  to  the  trustees 
of  the  bank. 

The  bank,  on  the  17th  of  Ufarch,  commenced  an 
action-at-law  against  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Baillie,  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  house,  and,  in  April,  1864, 
the  Plaintiffs  instituted  this  suit  against  the  public  officer 
and  trustees  of  the  bank,  to  obtain  a  declaration  of  the 
inyalidity  of  their  mortgage. 

Mr,  Baggallay  and  Mr.  C.  ParJte  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
First,  as  between  the  cestui  que  trust  and  the  bank,  in 
respect  of  its  equitable  mortgage,  the  Plaintiffs'  rights 
must  prevail ;  for  the  equitable  mortgagees  could  only 
acquire  the  interest  of  the  trustee.  Secondly,  the  bank 
obtained  the  legal  estate,  with  knowledge  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs* rights,  and  by  a  breach  of  trust.  They  had  con- 
structive notice  of  every  equity  of  the  Plaintiffs,  the 
house  being  then  in  their  occupation.  They  had  also 
actual  notice  from  the  bill  in  Baillie  v.  Baillie.  They 
cited  Jones  v.  Smith  (a) ;  Knight  v.  Bowyer  {h) ;  JUan^ 
ningford  v.  Toleman  (c) ;  Daniel  v.  Davison  (rf) ;  Carter 
V.  Carter {t)\  Allen  v.  Knight  {f);  Willoughby  v.  Wil- 
Umghby  (g) ;  Moore  v.  Jervis  (A). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Surrage  for  the  bank.  The 
Plaintiffs  have  no  interest  in  this  house  under  any  con- 
tract or  agreement ;  having  failed  in  the  other  suit  to 


(a)  1  Hare,  60.  (e)  3  Kay  if  J.  617. 

(b)  23  Beav.  640.  (/)  5  Hare,  272. 
1  Coll.  670.  (g)  1  Term  Bep.  763. 
16  Kci.  249.  (A)  2  CoU.  60. 

n2 


]%$&.       S£C  lift  1  uxos.  3«  iii«P  iirx  TDDBi  lAd  ciaia  the  I 


The  CMcs  <d  Bodre  br  tke  ponesBoo  of  a  tcDant 
are  ioApp&abue  to  ti»  oae.  Ik  Pbiotift^  accoriing 
to  tfaeir  ovB  represcBtataoa,  were  tbe  eqaitafale  ovnera, 
aad  tbetntitce  kwici^f  was  actaaDj  in  pnawniiion.  The 
Pfaioti&  kave  beea  gaitj  of  groas  negligenee  in  not 
stttog  that  Dodee  of  tlie  uati*  vas  indoraed  cm  the 
deed,  and  tfaer  are  not  cntitfad  to  tbe  aanistanre  of 
the  Coort  as  against  innoeent  parties.  They  cited 
Cdyer  V.  FUck  (a);  Rice  r.  Bke  [i);  JErnu  ▼.  Biek^ 
meUic);  Kemmtdy  w.  Greem  {d) ;  Pary-Herrick  ▼. 
AUwaodic). 

3Ir.  BaygaUtn/  in  reply. 


The  Mastsb  of  ike  Rolub. 

IVr«  8*  The  qaestion  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 

Ltmdon  and  Caumiy  Banking  Company,  represented  by 
the  Dereodant  Mr.  M^Kewan,  their  public  officer,  hare 
a  yalid  mortgage  in  the  house  No.  9,  Wesibonme  Square, 
as  against  the  Plaintiffs.  This  mortgage,  the  Plaintiflb 
allege,  was  made  after  the  house  had  been  sold  to  their 
trustee,  Dr.  James  Baillie,  in  trust  for  them. 


It 


(a)  19  Beav.  500;   20   Beav.  (c)  6  Vei.  17i. 
555,  and  b  H.ofL,  Cat   905.              (</)  3  hi.  8(  K.  699. 

(b)  2  Drew.  73.  {e)  25  Beav.  205. 
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It  was,  ia  my  opinion^  an  important  mailer  for  con-  1865. 
sideration,  in  this  case,  in  whose  occupation  the  house 
was  in  February j  1862,  when  the  lease  of  it  was  de- 
posited by  Dr.  Baillie  with  the  banking  company.  It 
was  not  until  November^  1862,  that  the  Plaintiffs  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Baillie  went  to  reside  there,  but  at  Christ- 
maSf  1861,  they  sent  the  whole  of  their  furniture  to  the 
house,  with  which  it  was  then,  and  has  subsequently  re- 
mained, fitted  up.  This  is  distinctly  proved,  and  I  think 
that  this  was  virtually  a  taking  possession  of  the  house 
by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  Dr.  James  Baillie  (if  he  lived 
in  the  house,  which,  though  doubtful  upon  the  evidence, 
I  assume  to  be  the  case)  did  so  only  as  the  agent  of  the 
Plaintiffs.  In  my  opinion,  the  relation  of  the  trustee 
and  cestui  que  trust,  as  regards  this  house,  was  then 
established  between  them,  and  that  Dr.  James  Baillie, 
while  residing  in  the  house  and  superintending  the  altera- 
tions, was  only  acting  as  their  agent,  and  that,  if  no 
further  incident  has  occurred,  he  would  have  been  unable 
successfully  to  contend  that  he  was  not  the  trustee  of 
this  house. 

On  the  26th  February^  1862,  following,  the  lease  was 
deposited  by  Dr.  James  Baillie  with  the  bank  as  a  secu- 
rity for  l,600i.  and  the  floating  balance  of  his  banking 
account,  and  the  documents  of  title  relating  to  the  house 
were  also  deposited  at  the  same  time. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  gave  the  banking  com- 
pany a  right  to  enforce  this  security  against  the  Plain- 
tiffs ?  I  think  that  it  did  not.  If  Dr.  James  Baillie  had 
no  interest  in  the  house,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  established, 
both  by  principle  and  authority,  that  he  could  not,  by  de- 
positing the  deeds  of  property  belonging  to  another, 
create  in  that  depositee  an  interest  which  he  did  not 
himself  possess.     Upon  the  evidence  before  me  and  to 

which 
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which  I  have  referred,  I  think  that  the  equitable  interest 
in  the  lease  of  the  house  No.  9  was  vested  in  the  Plain- 
tiffs, and  I  find  no  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant 
to  contradict  or  affect  this  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiffs. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  no  further  conveyance 
could  have  been  made  to  the  Plaintiffs;  the  property 
had  been  assigned  to  Dr.  James  Baillie  alone,  and,  on 
the  assumption  of  his  having  no  beneficial  interest  in  the 
house,  all  that  he  need  or  ought  to  have  done  was,  to 
have  executed  a  declaration  of  trust  of  the  house  in 
favor  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  children,  according  to 
the  trusts  of  the  marriage  settlement. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  which  is  a  material  circum- 
stance, that  the  banking  company  made  no  inquiry, 
either  directly  or  through  their  solicitors,  as  to  the 
ownership  or  the  possession  of  the  house,  which,  if  it 
had  been  made,  would,  in  all  probability,  have  disclosed 
the  whole  truth ;  but  they  took  the  deeds  for  what  they 
were  worth,  that  is,  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of 
the  debt  then  and  thereafter  to  become  due  to  them 
from  Dr.  James  Baillie.  They  took,  without  inquiry, 
an  equitable  mortgage  of  his  interest  in  No.  9,  West-- 
bourne  Square ;  but,  if  I  am  right,  his  interest  in  that 
house  was  nothing,  and,  accordingly,  this  security  was 
nothing. 

If  this  view  of  the  case  be  correct,  it  disposes  of  the 
whole  matter;  but  the  subsequent  events,  which  are 
much  relied  upon  by  the  banking  company,  roust  be 
referred  to,  although  they  do  not,  in  my  opinion,  roeud 
their  case. 

On  the  14th  January^  Mr.  Jennings  served  a  copy 

of 
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of  the  bill  in  Baillie  v.  Baillie  on  Mr.  Stevens,  the  soli-  186$. 
citor  of  the  company.  Two  days  after  this,  and,  pro- 
bably, in  consequence  of  the  general  information  re- 
specting Dr.  Jame$  Baillie  obtained  in  the  interval  by  M*K«wam. 
the  cofBpany,  they  obtained  a  legal  mortgage  of  the 
house  in  question  from  Dr.  James  Baillie,  which,  as  I 
collect  from  the  erideqce,  was  prepared  and  the  execu- 
tion thereof  by  Dr.  Baillie  obtained  by  Messrs.  Wil- 
kinsan,  Stevens  ^  Co,,  the  solicitors  of  the  bank,  after 
they  had  received  a  copy  of  the  bill  in  Baillie  v.  Baillie, 
und,  therofpre,  after  they  had  full  knowledge  of  the 
value  and  extent  of  the  claim  made  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the 
house,  and  also  of  the  facts  they  alleged  in  support  of  it. 

It  is  obvious,  that  the  obtaining  the  legal  estate  by 
the  banking  company,  afler  this  full  notice  to  their 
solicitors,  cannot  improve  their  equity  or  give  theip  finy 
better  security  than  they  possessed  before  it. 

This  IB  one  of  those  distressing  cases  in  which  the 
question  is,  which  of  two  innocent  persons  is  to  bear  the 
loss  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of  the  third.  There 
has  been,  undoubtedly,  much  negligence  on  both  sides ; 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  allowing  all  the  property 
settled  on  their  marriage  to  be  transferred  into  the  name 
of  a  single  trustee,  which,  however  respectable  he  may 
he,  ought  never  to  be  permitted,  and,  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  when  the  lease  and  deeds  relating  to  the 
house  were  proposed  to  be  deposited,  in  not  making 
proper  inquiries  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  who  was 
in  possession  of  the  house,  and  in  what  character.  But 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  imprudence  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
in  having  a  single  trustee  of  their  settled  property,  is 
not  sufficient  to  deprive  them  of  their  property,  or  to 
enable  their  trustee  to  dispose  of  it  as  his  own.  In  my 
opinion,  the  conveyance  of  the  house  of  the  2()th  of 

December, 
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1 805.  Decenibfr,  1861^  made  to  Dr.  James  BailUe,  must,  io 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  considered  as  baTing 
been  made  to  him  in  his  character  of  tmstee  for  the 
M*Kkwai«.  IMnintifls,  as  it  was  subsequent  to  the  arrangement 
made  l)etween  him  and  his  cestuis  que  inisi,  which  was, 
that  the  trust  property  should  be  employed  in  pur- 
chn»in{2:  the  housci  and,  in  fact,  the  trust  property  was 
actually  so  employed. 

In  thi«  state  of  circumstances,  in  my  opinion,  the  as- 
signment to  him  could  not  be  taken  by  him  in  any  other 
rhurncter  than  that  of  trustee,  and  this  relation  being 
then  created,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Dr.  James  BaiUie 
to  nioit^i^e  the  property  which  did  not  belong  to  him 
tu  the  Cinn|>any» 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the 
decree  they  a»k  against  the  banking  company,  who 
muni  reoonvev  the  legal  estate  in  the  house  No.  9, 
HV«/ft«Mfriif  iS'yufirf,  to  the  new  trustee,  upon  tiie  trusts 
of  the  »eltlement 

The  civfttt  mu$t  follow  the  event,  including  the  costs 
of  the  action^ 


Not*.-  S««  l^^^«lrr  t,  RWy,  2S  Bwir,  6S ;  Cmrier  t.  Cmrter^  3  Kty 
39  l^vw  :il3;   l^««^  Y.  i.,;ic<^l«  3:1  Ba^.  499. 
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LEACH  V.  LEACH. 

Jan.  30. 
fTlHE  testator^  by  his  will  dated  in  1858,  gave  his  Gift  of  residue 
residuary  estate  to  his  widow  for  life,  and  after  ijfe^ild'aftcr- 

her  death  he  gave  a  portion  of  it  as  follows : —  wards  to  fifteen 

designated  per- 
"I  desire  that  the  same  may  be  divided,  in  equal  sons,  "or  their 

proportions,  between  all  my  nephews  and  nieces  (being  ministrators  or 

thirteen  in  number),  that  is  to  say,  the  four  children  of  awigns,"  and 

•"  "  to  be  abso- 

my  brother-in-law   George  Richard  Comer ^   the  four  lutelv  vested" 

children  of  my  brother  Charles  Leach,  and   the  five  ^J^^j^^h 

children   of  my   sister   Elizabeth   Rawson,   widow   of  and  to  be  pay- 

Siansfield  Rawson,  esquire,  deceased,  or  to  their  execu-  ^^^  provided ' 

tors,  administrators  and  assigns.    And   the  respective  t^«  widow  had 

shares  of  such  children  to  be  absolutely  vested  on  my  that  the  shares 

decease,  and,  as  to  sons,  to  be  payable  at  the  respective  Sl*^®  of  the 

ages  of  twenty-one  years,  (provided  my  said  wife  should  predeceased 

have  departed  this  life,)  and  in  a  daughter  or  daughters  ^J^^^^jj^*^* 

at  that  age  or  marriage." 

The  thirteen  nephews  and  nieces  were  living  at  the 
date  of  the  will. 


The  testator  made  a  codicil  in  1863,  by  which  he 
confirmed  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1864,  but  previously  to  that  time 
two  of  the  nephews  {Francis  and  Charles  Rawson)  had 
died  after  attaining  twenty-one.  Francis  had  died  in 
the  interval  between  the  will  and  the  codicil,  and  Charles 
between  the  date  of  the  codicil  and  the  testator's  death. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  executors  of  these  two 
legatees  were  entitled  to  the  one-thirteenth  share. 

Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  George  E.  CoUrtU  for  the 

Plaiotifis. 

Mr.  SaulhgnU  and  Mr.  IF.  H.  Terrell,  for  the  De- 
fendaotSy  ai^oed  that  the  executors  took  by  sahstitiitioD 
for  their  testators.  That  as  to  Frameis,  the  codicil  con- 
firmed the  will,  which  was  therefore  broagbt  down  to 
the  date  of  the  codicil,  fihen  the  executors  of  FroMcis 
had  become  designated  persons. 

They  cited  GUiings  t.  M' Dermoit  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Roi«ls. 

I  think  it  quite  clear  that  these  two  legacies  lapsed. 
The  estate  is  giren  to  the  widow  for  life,  and,  after  b^-r 
decease,  a  portion  of  it  to  thirteen  nephews  and  nieces. 
The  testator  was  eridently  desirous  that  they  should  all 
take  Tested  interests  at  his  death,  and  he  pointed  out  the 
legatees,  and  declared  that  they  were  not  to  lose  their 
shares  if  they  should  die  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
He  gives  to  them  ''or''  to  their  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns;  what  be  means  is  this:  that  if  they 
died  before  the  period  of  distribution  they  might  still 
assign  their  shares,  and  if  not,  it  was  to  fall  into  their 
estates.  To  make  it  more  clear,  the  testator  says  **  to 
be  absolutely  vested  on  my  decease."  That  is  the  period 
of  vesting,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  "  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns"  were  to  take  as 
peraona  derignata^  if  the  legatees  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime. 

I  am  of  opinion,  the  use  of  the  word  ''or''  does  not 
take  this  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule,  which  is,  that  ibe 

interest 
(a)  2  Myl  ^  Keen,  69. 
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iDterest  of  a  legatee  cannot  become  vested  until  the        1866. 
death  of  the  testator,  and  that  it  lapses  if  the  legatee 
dies  before  the  testator,  though  the  legacy  is  not  payable 
until  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 


LE  BLANCH  t?.  GRANGER.  ,     „ 

Jan,  31. 
TN  this  case,  the  captain  in  charge  of  a  ship,  which  Thb  Court 

was  in  dock  in  this  country,  had  entered  into  a  the "pecific^^ 
charterparty   with   the   Plaintiflf  for    its   employment  performance  of 
The  owner   was   resident    in   this   country,   and   had  party,  but  it 

not,  so  far   as    appeared,  authorized  the  captain   to  can  Restrain  the 

^  ,       ..  parties  from 

charter  the  ship*  employing  the 

ship  in  a 
manner  incon- 
The  PiaintifT,   insisting   that   the   charterparty   was  sjstent  with  the 

binding  on  the  owner,  instituted  this  suit  and  obtained,  "^arter^partyr 

tx  parte,  an  interim  injunction  to  restrain  the  employ-    i^^®ij    "J!. 

ment  of  the  ship  otherwise   than  as  agreed   by  the  and  owner  are 

charterparty.     This  raised  the  question   whether  the  ^^*> '"  ^^w 

,  "^  .  ^  ,        ,       country,  the 

captain,  under   these  circumstances,   had   an    implied  captain  can, 

.nthority  to  charter  the  ship.  TjLw  «Sh<>- 

rity  of  the 
Mr.  North  now  moved,  on  notice,  for  the  injunction,  the  ship, 
He  cited  Smith's  Mercantile  Law  {a);  Maclachlan  on  9^^ref 
Shipping  (6) ;  Story  on  Agency  (c) ;  Or  ant  v.  Norway  (d); 
The  Messageries  Imperiales  v.  Baine8(e);    De  Mattos 
V.  Gibeon(f);  Sevin  ▼•  Deslandes (g). 

Mr.  Hobhotue  and   Mr.    W.    W.  Mackison  for  the 

owner  of  the  ship.     When  the  ship  and  its  owner  are 

in  this  country  a  captain  has   no  authority   to  enter 

into 

(a)  Pat^e  191  (Stked.)  (f)   11  W.  11.322. 

(6)  Page  121.  (  /•)  4  DeG.Sf  Jona,  298. 

(c)  Sects.  36,  116,  123.  (i)  30  L.  J.  (CA.)  457. 

(d)  10  C.  B.  Rep.  605. 


n^ 

iiAfis  19  i^^mxi. 

IWf- 

mtr  I  OfitiAe  jiB'.jjt  vnmnc  iik  LUiULm  ■udmritT  cf  tlie 

uprnrsr.     Sg-uudnr,  i:  »  m  rsK  inr  naamncE  and  sot  ior 

Mr  jr»^ 


IL  1-irr. 


7b  Mafzsz  rr  liir  &dei^£. 


vittOBrTfcksiE:  13^  »  gm*'Ln&>e  is  d>»^efe  I  oo^it  to 
<MisL've  lus  i&TiincBcii;^  I  iam  bb  dosbl  as  to  the 
OBer^sesautm  c/  i»  ^rsccBCainB.  a^Dck  Mr.  \mtk  oieii- 
tkiued.  tas:  v^iere  tibov  s  ao  ^pestioa  alwat  the 
cbtr&Rptnr,  t3kr«t£%  I3n»  Gsmr:  caosot  decree  Uie 
ff«ecfc  jwif  ■■■■>  I    cf  31.  tK  k  can  restnio  tbe  em- 

rigbtt  STvea  br  tM  coainet.  Bat  ahia  there  is  a 
<}aesaoo  as  to  tbe  Ta&£tT  of  tk  doiteqiaity,  the 
Coart  ii  boaad  to  see  vUch  coarse  aill  ptodace  the 
greatest  aaaoaot  of  diiigfy  vhetker  br  iliiauliimp  or 
aotkmnaaz  the  iojaoctioii.  The  ship  naj  remain  idle 
and  at  the  bearing  the  cfaarterpartj  asaj  be  iband  to  be 
aorth  nothing. 

The  sole  qoestioo,  here,  is  as  to  the  Yalidity  of  the 
cfaarterpartj,  and  thb  does  not  depend  on  whether  an 
agent,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  anthorityy  can 
bind  bis  principal,  for  noUxiy  donbts  that,  or  that  the 
captain  is,  to  some  extent,  the  agent  of  the  owner. 
But  this  is  certain,  that  the  captain  cannot  do  erery- 
thing  in  respect  of  the  ship :  thus  he  is  not  able  in  this 
country  to  sell  the  ship  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  or  to  create  a  bottomry  bond,  though  he  may, 
under  certain  circumstances,  do  so  if  the  ship  is  abroad. 

The 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  captain  in  this  country 
has  authority  to  grant  a  charterparty  without  the 
sanction,  authority  or  consent  of  the  owner,  and,  on  the 
evidence  I  have  now  before  me,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
is  not  shewn  to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  If 
the  case  rested  on  that  alone,  I  should  simply  dissolve  the 
injunction ;  but  the  Plaintiff  may  still  bring  forward 
further  evidence  at  the  hearing,  and  therefore  I  put  the 
Defendant  under  an  undertaking  to  be  answerable  in 
damages. 


189 
1866. 

Lb  Blanch 

V, 

Granger. 


Note.— The  bill  was  afterwards  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecutioo, 
and  the  Plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  captain  for  contracting 
without  authority. 


HAMP  V.  HAMP.  ,     .„ 

JOUm    18.^ 

npHE  question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  right  to  a  Motion  for  an 
-*-      real  estate,  and  which  involved  a  point  of  legi-  eWdeSeTaf "" 

timacy.  been  com- 

''  pleted,  held 

irregular,  and 

The  Plaintiff  filed  his  affidavits  and  gave  notice  of  '*^"»«^  ^*^ 

°  costs. 

motion  for  a  decree.  Thereupon  the  Defendant,  instead 
of  filing  his  affidavits,  moved  for  an  issue  to  try  the 
question. 


Mr.  SelvnfH  and  Mr.  Bevir  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Hobhause,  Mr.  Hardy,  Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr. 
JBabinglon,  contra. 


George  v.  Whitmore  (a);  Morrison  v.  Barrow  (6),  were 
cited. 

The 
(a)  26  Beav.  657.  (6)  1  De  O.,  F.  *  /.  633. 


1ft  CASS  a 

IMS.  7W  Mj«am  tr  »  Iwiag    vndiiHi  htmrmg  the 


„^  I  UL  i^  cipiBinL  :iac  iiis  mzoat  &ik.     Tbe  Plaintiff 

csTi3  Xf  voocx  le  iouuiir^  lis  caae.  IW  Defaodaot, 
kaonz^  H  tne  cvuaeses  m  viu:^  zx  Piioittiff  reUes, 
aHswes  iir  la  lamp-  vxiianc  eocsncr  ima  a  void  of  cii- 
^ms  3L  fixcccr:  cf  is  irignje.    Tins 


I  as  r*fleia£  2:  a  case  zr  vaara  I  ju£  iamm  ibat  tbe 
Ccvrt  2i*«er  itaes  «3ai  s  irsttdti  *Tjegc  2y  caoaseat. 

It  mss  sec  step  hsn^  fer.  En  :&s  tstt-  c»k,  00  tbe 
apcficaT:i:tt  fcr  a  Becsrvs',  I  pcfjMji  ca  tbe  parties  to 
is  VL  arruiseflKJit  as  to  cnrrn^  tbe  Batter  bv  an 
cut  I  scskZted  €S^rssdj,  tiat,  esmpt  bj  rnMcnt,  I 
esoid  aoC  make  aa  oasisxa  xhsui  edecL 

It  does  sec  end  boc.  Tbe  Detatdaae,  vbo  knofrs  tbe 
Paxiiciff*§  €rj30metf  insoafi  or  prodi&an^  bis  ovn,  asks 
fcr  an  wxe. 

Whea  be  brm^  forward  his  endence^  tbe  Coart  wiD 
<firect  an  issoe  if  it  finds  it  proper,  bat  tbe  oatf  older  I 
can  worn  sake  is  to  refose  thfi»  raobua  with  < 
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CHARD  V.  COX. 

Jan.  31. 

rpRE  Plaintiff,  having  given  notice  of  motion  for  a  Upon  a  motion 
^      decree,  applied  to  the  record  and  writ  clerks  for  ^uhpaMducet 

a  rnhpcBna  duces  tecum  to  compel  the  production  of  a  tecum  xo^xo- 
...  -rii  1        «       •      1    t      d**ce  a  docii- 

document  at  the  heanng.    The  record  and  writ  clerks  ment  at  the 

declined  to  issue  it  as  of  course,  on  the  ground  that  it  ^«f«?"«  ^®«« 

'  ^  not  issue  as  of 

could  only  be  so  issued  where  a  replication  had  been  course, 
filed. 

Mr.  Villiefs  moved  that  the  writ  might  issue. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  the  order. 


MILES  V.  MILES. 

Jan.  12,  15. 
A  T  the  date  of  his  will,  in  1862,  the  testator  was  the  By  his  will,  the 

-^     owner  of  a  house  in  Cannon   Street,  London,  Jf*^*?"  ?*^® 

'  '  "  all  that  my 

built  partly  on  fee  simple  land  of  his  own,  and  partly  messuage, 
on  Itind  held  by  him  of  the  governors  of  St.  Thomas's  ^nJ  ^nfy^''''^ 
Hospital,  under  a  lease  dated  in  1855,  for  the  residue  leasehold,"  in 
of  a  term  of  eighty  years,  at  a  rent  of  lOOt  accordhig  tT  ' 

the  nature  and 

•«     •  .        .11     1       1   .      ior»rt      f  1     .      t         tenure  thereof, 

By  his  Will,  dated  in  1862,  the  testator  devised  to  respectively,  in 

trustees,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  real  *™jQ^°f**\Y 

estates  hd  the  counties  of  Hereford  and  Radnor,  and  or,  as  to  the 

_  1  _  leaseholds,  for 
^**Osolongas 
the  term  and 
interest  in  them  should  exist,  with  remainder  over.  After  the  date  of  his  will,  the 
revenion  io  fee  of  the  leaseholds  was  purchased  by,  and  conveyed  to,  the  testator : — 
Htld^  that  the  fee  of  the  whole  passed  under  the  specific  gift  of**  my  messuage"  at  C, 
and  that  the  rest  of  the  devise  was  descriptive. 
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1866.        ftl^o  the  messaage  ^o,  3,  Caumam  Street,  ia  the  city  of 
Lamdom,  by  the  descriptioD  followiog : — 

**  And  also  all  that  my  messaage,  partly  freehold  and 
partly  leasehold,  No.  3,  Caunom  Street,  in  the  city  of 
Ixmdon,  being  erected  partly  on  my  freehold  groand 
there  and  on  groand  held  by  me  of  the  treasarer  and 
governors  ^of  St.  Thomases  Hospital^  with  their  re- 
spective appurtenances,  according  to  the  natare  and 
tenure  thereof  respectively,  upon  trust  for  his  wife 
during  her  life,  or,  as  to  the  said  leasehold  premises, 
for  so  long  as  the  term  and  interest  in  the  said  lease- 
hold premises  should  exist,  but  subject  to  keeping  down 
the  ground  rents  and  other  outgoings  incident  thereto 
in  the  meantime,  and  after  her  decease,  to  tlie  use  of  his 
son  Henry  Hugh  Miles  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to 
the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons,  successively,  ac- 
cording to  seniority,  in  tail,  with  divers  remainders 
over. 

The  testator  declared  it  to  be  his  wish,  that  the  said 
estates,  hereditaments  and  premises  should  not  be  sold. 

The  testator  afterwards  gave  and  bequeathed  the 
residue  of  bis  estate  and  effects  to  his  trustees,  *^  upon 
trust,  unth  all  convenient  speed  after  his  decease,  to  sell, 
dispose  of  and  convert  into  money  **  all  such  parts  as 
should  not  consist  of  monies,  and  to  divide  the  produce 
between  his  wife  and  his  three  children. 

In  February,  1865,  the  testator  purchased,  from  the 
governors  of  St,  Thomas's  Hospital,  the  reversion  of  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  lease,  and  which  was,  by 
indenture  of  the  23rd  of  February,  1865,  conveyed  to 
him  in  fee.    By  means  of  this  conveyance,  the  testator's 

leasehold 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  I93 

leasehold    interest   in   the   messuage   No.   3^    Cannon       1866. 
Street,  became  merged  in  the  freehold.  v^^s/^w 

MiLKt 
V. 

The  testator  died  in  April,  1866,  without  having       Miles. 
altered  his  will. 

The  widow  and  one  of  the  children  contended,  that  the 
premises  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  the  23rd  of 
FAnuxry,  1865,  did  not  pass  under  the  specific  devise. 
The  other  children  contended  that  the  fee  simple  of  the 
premises  passed. 

Mr.  Whateltf  for  the  Pl^ntifT,  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Blackmore  for  the  residuary 
devisees.  The  part  of  the  Cannon  Street  premises,  held 
originally  under  St.  Thomas  Hospital,  passed  under  the 
residuary  gift,  for,  at  the  testator's  death,  his  *'  term  and 
interest"  which  alone  was  the  subject  of  the  gift,  had 
merged  and  ceased  to  ^'  exist.*' 

The  case  of  Capel  v.  Girdler  (a)  distinctly  shews, 
that  before  the  late  Wills  Act,  the  bequest  of  these 
leaseholds  would  have  been  adeemed.  In  that  case,  a 
tenant  for  years  purchased  the  reversion  in  fee  after  the 
date  of  his 'will,  and  it  was  held  that  the  whole  interest 
of  the  testator  passed  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the 
residuary  devisees  and  legatees.  In  Emuss  v.  Smith  (b), 
a  point  precisely  similar  to  the  present  was  decided, 
though  it  does  not  appear  by  the  report.  In  that  case, 
the  testator,  by  his  will  (1830),  devised  a  leasehold 
garden  at  Falsam  Pitts  for  the  residue  of  his  term 
therein  (p.  723).  In  1840,  he  took  a  conveyance  in  fee 
to  himself  of  the  property  (p.  728),  and  he  died  in  1841. 

It 

(a)  gVeu  509.  (6)  2  De  G. /^  Sm.  722 

▼OI-  XXXV — II.  O 
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1865. 

Baillib 

o. 

M'Kewan. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

December,  1861,  made  to  Dr.  James  BailUe,  must,  in 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  considered  as  having 
been  made  to  him  in  his  character  of  trustee  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  as  it  was  subsequent  to  the  arrangement 
made  between  him  and  his  cestuis  que  trusty  which  was, 
that  the  trust  property  should  be  employed  in  pur- 
chasing the  house,  and,  in  fact,  the  trust  property  was 
actually  so  employed. 


In  this  state  of  circumstances,  in  my  opinion,  the  as- 
signment to  him  could  not  be  taken  by  him  in  any  other 
character  than  that  of  trustee,  and  this  relation  being 
then  created,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Dr.  James  Saillie 
to  mortgage  the  property  which  did  not  belong  to  him 
to  the  company. 

1  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintifis  are  entitled  to  the 
decree  they  ask  against  the  banking  company,  who 
must  reconvey  the  legal  estate  in  the  house  No.  9, 
Westbourne  Square,  to  the  new  trustee,  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  settlement. 

The  costs  must  follow  the  event,  including  the  costs 
of  the  action. 


Note.— See  Proiter  v.  Uice,  28  Beav.  68  ;  Carter  ▼.  Carter^  3  Kay 
if  J.  617 ;  Slurgii  V.  Morte,  3  De  Gex  if  Jona,  1  ;  Sharpies  w.Adami, 
32  Beav.  213;  Drew  v.  Locketl,  32  Beav.  499. 
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LEACH  V.  LEACH. 

Jan,  30. 
^HE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1858,  gave  his  Gift  of  residue 
"*"      residuary  estate  to  his  widow  for  life,  and  after  jifJ^anTaOer- 

her  death  he  gave  a  portion  of  it  as  follows : —  wards  to  fifteen 

designated  per- 
"I  desire  that  the  same  may  be  divided,  in  equal  sons,  "or  their 

proportions,  between  all  my  nephews  and  nieces  (being  ministrators  or 

thirteen  in  number),  that  is  to  say,  the  four  children  of  assigns,"  and 

^  "  to  be  abso- 

my  brother-in-law   George  Richard  Comer ^   the  four  lutely  vested" 

children  of  my  brother  Charles  Leach,  and   the  five  ^^J^.j^j,, 

children   of  my   sister   Elizabeth   Rawson,   widow   of  and  to  be  pay- 

Stamfield  JRawson,  esquire,  deceased,  or  to  their  execu-  *^  ®  provided' 

tors,  administrators  and  assigns.     And   the  respective  the  widow  bad 

shares  of  such  children  to  be  absolutely  vested  on  my  that  the  shares 

decease,  and,  as  to  sons,  to  be  payable  at  the  respective  SC*''®  of  the 

ages  of  twenty-one  years,  (provided  my  said  wife  should  predeceased 

have  departed  this  life,)  and  in  a  daughter  or  daughters  kl^^^iJj^'^' 

at  that  age  or  marriage." 

The  thirteen  nephews  and  nieces  were  living  at  the 
date  of  the  wilL 


The  testator  made  a  codicil  in  1863,  by  which  be 
confirmed  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1864,  but  previously  to  Ihat  time 
two  of  the  nephews  {Francis  and  Charles  Rawson)  had 
died  after  attaining  twenty-one.  Francis  had  died  in 
the  interval  between  the  will  and  the  codicil,  and  Charles 
between  the  date  of  the  codicil  and  the  testator's  death. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  executors  of  these  two 
legatees  were  entitled  to  the  one-thirteenth  share. 

Mr. 


Miles 
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1866.  is  given  is  the  messuage  itself,  and  that  the  words  ''paKly 
freehold  and  partly  leasehold"  are  merely  descriptive  of 
the  parcels ;  it  means,  I  give  the  whole  of  the  messuage 

Miles.  No.  3,  Cannon  Street.  The  words,  "  so  long  as  the  term 
and  interest  in  the  said  leasehold  premises  should  exist," 
means  any  interest  in  that  part  which  is  described  as 
leasehold.  He  has  since  increased  this  from  a  term  to  a 
perpetuity,  and  I  think  the  intention  still  subsists. 

The  opposite  conclusion  would  tend  to  the  incon- 
gruity pointed  out  by  counsel,  viz.  that  having,  in  his 
will,  expressed  his  wish  that  this  particular  messuage 
should  not  be  sold,  he  directs  that  his  residuary  real  and 
personal  estate  shall,  with  all  convenient  speed  after  his 
decease,  be  sold,  which  would  include  the  reversion  of 
this  messuage  unless  the  whole  passed  by  the  specific 
devise  of  it.  This,  I  think,  shews  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  .was,  that  the  whole  messuage  should  so  pass. 

It  is  scarcely  possible  that  the  testator  should  have  in- 
tended to  devise  the  freehold  portion  of  the  premises, 
eo  as  to  go  in  a  particular  way  to  persons  in  succession, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  messuage,  being  leasehold, 
should  go  in  a  different  way,  by  being  sold  and  divided 
between  the  children  as  tenants  in  common. 

1  treat  the  word  "messuage"  as  I  did  the  word  "estate** 
in  the  case  of  In  re  the  Midland  Railway  Company  v. 
The  Oxley  and  Ilkky  Branch  (a),  where  an  addition  was 
made  to  the  estate  after  the  date  of  the  will,  and  I  held 
that  the  whole  passed.  Here,  I  think  the  messuage 
is  described,  and  an  addition  has  been  made  to  it. 
Suppose  he  had  renewed  the  lease,  or  had  obtained  an 
extension  of  the  term  for  100  or  1,000  years,  still  it 
would  have  passed  ;  here  the  question  only  arises  because 
the  term  is  merged. 

Bat 

(«)  34  Betiv,  525. 
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But  I  think  that  the  will  shews  that  the  gift  is  to 
operate,  and  that  not  only  no  contrary  intention  appears 
by  the  will,  but  that  an  intention  in  favor  of  its  passing 
is  to  be  found  in  the  will.  The  facts  I  have  mentioned 
distinguish  this  case  from  Emuss  v.  Smith  (a),  and 
reconcile  it  with  the  other  cases  cited. 

I  will  make  a  declaration  accordingly, 
(fl)  2BeG.Sf  Sm.  722- 


B 


MOSS  V.  BARTON. 

Jan,  12. 
Y  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  in  November,  A,  agreed  to 
1857,  Alderman  Wire  agreed  to  let  some  premises  ,^i»es"to  KVor 

in  MoorgaU  Street,  London,  to  the  Plaintiff  Mr.  Moss,  three  yean, 

/.,,,,/.  r  .  1  I  w>d,  at  the  cx- 

at  a  rent  of  ll  U.,  for  a  term  of  three  years,  to  be  com-  piration  of  that 

puted  from  Chrisimas-day,  1867.     Alderman  Wire  also  term,  to  grant 
^  ^  him  a  lease  for 

agreed  **  at  the  request  of  the  Plaintiff  <^  to  grant  him  an  extended 

a  lease  of  the  said  premises  for  five,  seven,  fourteen  or  anT'three      ' 

twenty-one  years,  from  the  expiration  of  the  aforesaid  years  having 

three  years'  occupancy,  at  the  same  rent."    The  Plain-  continued  to 

tiff,  on  his  part,  agreed,  during  his  occupancy,  to  keep  ^^1^  o°  ""^«' 

t  .        .  1        I  •  1         1  t  •      '^•'*  executors 

toe  premises  m  good,  substantial  and  ornamental  repair,  four  years  for 

without  asking 
for  a  lease. 
The  Plaintiff  was  in  possession  at  the  date  of  the  He  then  re- 
agreement,  and  he  continued  in  the  occupation  and  paid  ^^^  that^'f 
his  rent  to  Alderman  Wire  until  the  Alderman's  death,  option  had  not 
which  occurred  on  the  9th  of  November,  1860.    The  and  that* he* 

three  years  expired  on  the  24th  of  December,  1860,  and  ^"  «n*»tl^  *« 
-      _.,  .     .^     .,,  ...  ,     -  ,  the  extension 

the  rlamtitf  still  continued  m  occupation  as  before,  and  of  the  term. 

paid  his  rent  to  the  Defendants,  the  executors  of  Alder- 
man Wire,  The  Defendants  appeared  to  have  been,  for 
some  time,  ignorant  of  the  Plaintiff's  right  of  option  to 

take 
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I866«  take  an  extended  term,  which  he^  for  some  time,  never 
attempted  to  exercise,  and  they  seemed  to  have  treated 
him  as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year.  The  Plaintiff  entered 
into  a  negotiation  with  the  Defendants  for  the  purchase 
of  the  premises,  and,  in  February ^  1862,  in  a  letter  to 
them,  he  stated  that  he  had  the  option  of  quitting  the 
premises  at  the  end  of  the  year,  or  of  taking  a  lease  for 
a  lengthened  period,  and  he  proposed  taking  a  lease  for 
seven,  fourteen  or  twenty-one  years  at  his  option,  "  if 
the  rent  were  very  considerably  reduced.*'  Nothing 
came  of  this.  It  appeared  also,  that,  in  September^ 
1863,  the  Plaintiff  had  called  on  the  Defendants  to  pay 
for  the  repairs  of  the  front  wall,  which  was  falling,  and 
that  they  had  consequently  paid  the  builder  16Z.  8$.  for 
them,  and  that  through  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Defendants  having,  in  September^  1864,  given  the 
Plaintiff  notice  to  quit,  he  in  October^  1864,  claimed  a 
lease  for  the  extended  term.  This  the  Defendants  re- 
fused to  grant,  and  the  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit,  in 
February t  1865,  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  of  November,  1867. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Rigby  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
agreement  of  November,  1857,  is  not  a  lease  at  law,  but 
an  agreement  for  occupancy  for  three  years,  with  an 
option  of  extending  it  to  seven,  fourteen  or  twenty-one 
years,  and  such  an  agreement  this  Coui*t  will  enforce; 
Parker  v.  Taswell{a).  The  Plaintiff's  right  to  have  a 
lease  continued  until  his  tenancy  had  been  put  an  end 
to ;  Hersey  v. Giblettib),  I n  that  case,  the  yearly  tenancy 
commenced  in  1845,  and  the  option  was  not  exercised 
until  1852,  but  it  was  held  valid.  The  PlaintiflTs 
letter  of  February,  1862,  was  no  waiver  of  his  right,  it 

stated 

(a)  27  L.  J.  {Ch  )  812.  (6)  18  Beav.  174. 
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stated  that  he  was  entitled  either  to  a  lease  or  to  give  up  1866. 
possession,  and  the  Plaintiff,  before  he  exercised  his 
option,  asked  the  executors  if  they  would  grant  him  a 
lease  at  a  reduced  rent ;  this  was  no  waiver  or  abandon- 
ment Neither  did  the  claim  for  the  repairs  determine 
the  right  of  option,  it  was  made  under  a  mistake  of  law, 
for  whether  holding  over  or  not,  the  tenant  was  bound 
to  do  the  repairs ;  Richardson  v.  Gifford  (a) ;  Digby  v. 
Atkinson  (6).  There  has  been  no  abandonment  or 
waiver  of  the  right;  Clarke  v.  Moore (c);  Price  v. 
Dyer  {d) ;  and  the  tenant,  who  has  laid  out  money  on 
the  faith  of  his  agreement,  is  entitled  to  have  it  per- 
formed ;  Dann  v.  Spurrier  (e). 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Surrage  for  the  Defendants. 
The  Plaintiff  has  waived  and  abandoned  any  right  he 
ever  had.  An  option  like  the  present  ought  to  be  exer- 
cised within  a  reasonable  time,  especially  after  the  death 
of  the  lessor.  Here  the  Plaintiff  has  thought  fit  to 
remain  in  possession  as  tenant  from  year  to  year,  instead 
of  binding  himself  for  a  term.  His  conduct  has  been 
quite  inconsistent  with  having  a  continued  right  to  take  a 
lease.  He  proposed  to  take  a  different  lease  at  a  very  con- 
siderable reduction  of  rent,  and  he  insisted  that  the  De- 
fendants were  bound  to  repair,  though,  by  the  agreement, 
he  had  contracted  to  do  so,  and  he  forced  the  Defendants 
to  pay  for  them.  All  this  is  inconsistent  with  a  con- 
tinuing right  to  have  a  lease  of  a  different  description. 
This  case  differs  from  Hersey  v.  Giblett  (/),  for  there, 
the  Plaintiff,  from  the  first,  was  a  mere  yearly  tenant, 
and  he  was  allowed  to  continue  and  his  right  therefore 
to  an  extended  term  continued.  But  here,  the  Plaintiff's 
tenancy  was  for  three  years  certain,  which  expired  nearly 

four 

(a)  1  AdoL  i  EUU,  52.  (d)  17  Ves.  356. 

(*)  4  Camp.  275.  (e)  7  Ves.  231. 

{c)  1  Jonef  4^  Lai.  723.  (/)  18  Btav.  174. 
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four  years  before  he  made  his  claim,  and  more  than  five 
years  before  the  bill  was  filed. 

Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.  In  the 
first  place,  the  document  of  1867  is  a  clear  agreement 
to  grant  a  lease  for  five,  seven,  fourteen  or  twenty-one 
years,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  Court 
for  its  specific  performance,  unless  he  has  done  some- 
thing to  deprive  himself  of  that  right.  The  only  facts 
relied  on  by  the  Defendants  are  these :  the  Plaintiff 
had  continued  to  occupy  the  premises  to  the  death  of 
Wire^  which  was  a  month  prior  to  the  expiration  of  tlie 
three  years,  and  from  that  time  he  was  entitled  to  call 
on  thje  executors  for  the  performance  of  their  testator's 
agreement  to  grant  him  a  lease.  There  was  no  time 
specified  in  the  agreement  within  which  he  was  to  call 
for  ity  and  both  parties  may  have  considered  that  he  was 
afterwards  holding  over  as  tenant  from  year  to  year. 
But  if  the  executors  thought  fit  to  allow  him  to  hold 
the  property  from  year  to  year,  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  him  from  insisting  on  the  lease;  his  right  to 
take  a  lease  would  exist  at  any  time,  unless  he  gave 
it  up.  They  might  have  called  on  him  either  to  go 
out  or  take  a  lease ;  but  they  did  nothing  of  the  sort. 
They  say  that  they  had  no  notice  of  the  document ; 
but  the  letter  of  February^  1862,  gave  them  full  notice 
of  it.  Why  did  they  not  then  call  on  him  to  exercise 
his  option  ?  If  they  knew  of  its  existence,  they  also 
knew  that  the  right  continued  until  positively  waived ; 
but  they  did  nothing. 

The  case  of  llersey  v.  Giblett  (a)  shews,  that  a  person 
having  such  an  option  may  exercise  it  at  any  time  while 

he 
(u)  18  Beav.  174. 


Mots 

V. 
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he  remaius  tenant,  if  the  landlord  does  not  call  on  him 
either  to  exercise  or  decline  it  at  an  earlier  period.  That 
is  when  no  time  is  specified  in  the  agreement  within 
which  the  option  is  to  be  exercised.  Bartom. 

I  do  not  think  the  claim  for  payment  of  the  repairs 
any  waiver  of  the  agreement.  The  Plaintiff  seems  to 
have  thought,  that  if  he  was  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
he  was  not  bound  to  pay  for  these  repairs ;  in  that  I  think 
be  went  too  far. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
decree  with  costs,  but  he  must  refund  the  16/.  85. 


T 


TEMPEST  V.  LORD  CAMOYS. 

Jan,  18. 

HE  testator.  Sir  C  R.    Tempest^  died   in   1865,  To  a  bill  for 

having,  by  his  will,  devised  real  estates  to  Mr.  J^^n^orred '*" 

StonorKni  fAi.  Fleming  upon  certain  trusts,  and  having  and  personal 

appointed  Mr.  Sionor,  Mr.  Fleming  and  Lord  Camay s  JJe  appoint-^'^ 

bis  executors.  ro«"*  "^  «  , 

receiver  and  a 
Dew  trustee, 

Mr.  Stomr  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  J  ^Ihe  aV"ed 

executors,  that 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  Mr.  Tempest,  who  was  j4veS''^^° 
interested  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  for  the  admi-  proving  by  the 
nistration  of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  for  a  receiver,  entering  a 
and  for  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee,  in  the  place  S^^Jjf  *?p**® 
of  Mr.  Stonor.    The  bill  alleged  that  the  will  had  been  bate,  was 
proved  by  the  surviving  executors.  Lord  Camoys  and  ^^^^^^  ^  * 
Mr.  Fleming* 

Mr.  Fleming  and  Lord  Camoys  put  in  the  following 

plea 
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plea  in  bar  to  the  whole  relief  and  discovery  sought  by 
the  bill  :— 

We  say  that,  immediately  afler  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator,  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff  entered  a  caveat  in 
the  Court  of  Probate  to  prevent  any  person  from  proving 
the  will  and  codicil  of  the  testator,  and  that  he  thereby 
prevented  probate  being  obtained  of  such  will  and 
codicil,  or  the  constitution  of  a  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  testator,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the 
aforesaid  act  of  the  PlaintifTs  solicitor,  and,  in  fact,  we 
have  not,  nor  has  either  of  us,  proved  the  said  will  or 
codicil,  or  been  constituted,  in  any  manner,  legal  personal 
representatives  or  legal  personal  representative  of  the 
testator,  and  we  are  not,  nor  is  either  of  us,  nor  have 
we,  nor  has  either  of  us,  ever  been  executors  or  executor 
or  legal  personal  representatives  or  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  said  testator. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Kay  in  support  of  the  plea. 
This  negative  plea,  that  the  will  has  not  been  proved, 
as  alleged  by  the  bill,  but  that  it  is  in  litigation,  is  a 
complete  answer  to  the  bill.  Such  a  plea  was  allowed 
in  Coohe  v.  Gittins  (a). 

The  bill  should  have  been  confined  to  the  protection 
of  the  estate  pending  the  litigation  in  the  probate  court; 
Overington  v.  Ward  (Jb) ;  Rawlings  v.  Lambert  (c).  The 
estate  can  only  be  administered  after  some  duly  consti- 
tuted legal  personal  representatives  have  been  appointed. 
The  Plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed  to  contest  the  will  in  the 
probate  court  and  assert  that  these  gentlemen  are  not 
the  executors,  and  to  insist,  in  this  Court,  on  the  validity 
of  the  will,  and  that  the  Defendants  are  executors 
under  it. 

The 

(a)  21  Beav,  497.  (c)  1  John.  4  Hen.  458. 

(6)  34  Beat;.  175. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  cannot  allow  ibis  plea  simpliciler ;  it  is  clear  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  a  new  trustee  appointed. 
The  bill  alleges  that  one  of  the  trustees  has  died,  and 
it  asks  for  the  appointment  of  a  new  one.  That  does 
not  depend  upon  the  probate  of  the  will,  for  there  might 
be  relief  here  as  to  the  real  e8tate,  which  would  not 
depend  on  the  Defendants  being  the  legal  personal 
representatives.  I  am  inclined,  subject  to  what  I  hear, 
to  allow  the  plea  to  stand  for  an  answer.  Then  there 
would  remain  the  question  of  costs. 
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Mr.  Cole  and  Mr.  Little  in  support  of  the  bill.  This 
is  a  plea  "  in  bar,"  and  not  for  want  of  parties.  The 
relief  asked  by  the  bill  is  in  respect  both  of  the  real  and 
of  the  personal  estate.  The  Defendants  might  have 
pleaded  for  want  of  parties  to  the  part  relating  to  the 
personal  estate  alone ;  but  such  a  plea  is  inapplicable  to 
the  realty,  as  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to 
relief  independently  of  the  executors.  The  Defendants' 
character  of  executors  depends  on  the  will,  and  not  on 
the  probate,  they  insist  on  their  filling  that  character, 
and  they  may  have  acted  as  such.  They  referred  to 
Van  Heythusen  («) ;  Penny  v.  Watts  (6)  ;  Fry  v.  Rich- 
ardson {c). 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This  plea  must  stand  for  an  answer,  with  liberty  to 
except,  and  the  Plaintiff  may  file  interrogatories.  The 
costs  must  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


(a)   Foi.  2,  p.  95. 
(6)  2  PhU.  149. 


(c)  10  Sim.  475. 


Note.— See  Hinde  v.  Skelton,  34  L.  J.  {Chanc.)  378. 
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Mays, 

The  provisions 
in  the  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  89, 
83.  79,  80,  for 
winding  up  a 
company,  in 
default  of  its 
paying  a  debt 
three  weeks 
after  notice, 
do  not  apply, 
where  there  is 
a  bond  fide  dis- 
pute as  to  the 
amount  due, 
though  there 
may  be  an 
admitted  debt 
exceeding  60L 


Re  THE  BRIGHTON  CLUB  AND  NORFOLK 
HOTEL  COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

npHE  Petitioner,  Mr.  Reynolds,  had,  in  Juiie,  1864, 
contracted  with  this  company  for  the  erection  of 
certain  buildings,  to  be  certified  in  the  usual  naanner 
by  their  architect.  *  The  architect,  being  dissatisfied,  had 
refused  to  make  further  certificates.  The  Petitioner,  in 
February,  1865,  served  the  company  with  notice,  under 
"  The  Companies  Act,  1862,"  to  pay  him  the  balance  of 
4,358/.  claimed  by  him.  The  company  not  having  paid 
the  Petitioner,  he,  at  the  expiration  of  three  weeks, 
presented  this  petition  for  winding  up  the  company. 
The  Petitioner's  claim  was  bond  fde  disputed  by  the 
company,  but  more  than  50/.  was  confessedly  due  to 
the  Plaintiff. 


By  "  The  Companies  Act,  1862"  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89, 
8S.  79,  80),  a  company  ''  may"  be  wound  up  under  the 
following  circumstances : — 

"  Whenever  a  creditor,  to  whom  the  company  is  in- 
debted in  a  sum  exceeding  50/.,  has  served  a  demand 
requiring  payment,  and  the  company  has,  for  the  space 
of  three  weeks  succeeding  the  service  of  such  demand, 
neglected  to  pay  such  sum,  or  to  secure  or  compound 
for  the  same  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the 
creditor." 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Swanston,  in  support  of  the 
petition,  relied  on  the  strict  terms  of  the  act,  there 
being  a  clear  debt  above  50/.,  and  a  default  for  more 
than   three   weeks  after   demand    in   payment     They 

argued 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


205 


argued,  that,  at  all  events,  the  petition  ought  to  stand 
over  until  the  Petitioner  had  either  substantiated  his 
claim  or  had  failed  in  doing  so ;  Re  The  Rhydydefed 
Colliery  Company  (a) ;  and  see  The  Catholic  Publishing ^ 
4fc.f  Company  (b). 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.   E,  Romilly^  for  the  company, 
were  not  called  on. 


1866. 

Rt 

The 

Brighton 

Cr.UB  AMD 
NOEFOLK 

Hotel 
Company 
Limited. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  novel  experiment,  and  if  I  acceded  to  the 
application,  the  consequence  would  be  very  serious  to 
public  companies.  The  meaning  of  the  act  is  this : — 
if  a  debt  above  50/.,  which  is  not  bon&  fide  contested, 
be  not  paid  or  arranged  within  three  weeks  after  de- 
mand, the  Court  may  order  the  company  to  be  wound 
up.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  a  company  to  say, ''  we  dis- 
pute the  debt;"  they  must  shew  some  reasonable 
ground  for  doing  so.  This  is  a  bonh  fide  contested 
debt,  and,  though  more  than  50/.  appears  to  be  due,  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  such  a  case  as  was  intended  by 
the  act. 


[His  Honor  then  referred  to  the  following  cases: 
Bliu  V.  Smith  (c);  Hotham  v.  East  India  Com^ 
pany(d)\  Ambrose  v.  The  Dunmow  Union (e);  Kirh 
▼.  Hu  Bromley  Union  (/) ;  Waring  v.  The  Manchester^ 
^c.f  Railway  Company  (g) ;  Scott  v.  The  Corporation 
of  Liverpool  {h) ;  JU*Intosh  v.  The  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  {%),  to   shew   that,   under  building 

contracts. 


(<f)  SDeG.iJ.  80. 

(6)  2  De  G.,  J.  i  Sm.  U6. 

(e)  34  Bern.  508. 

(d)  1  Term  Rep.  638. 

{€)  9  firov.  508. 

(/)  2  PhiL  640. 


(g)  7  Bare,  482. 

(A)  ^  DtG.Sf  J.  334. 

(i)  2  DeG.* 5111.758;  3  De 
G.  if  Sm.  146,  and  2  Mac.  if 
Gar.  74. 
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Re 
The 

BRIGHTOlf 

Club  and 
Norfolk 

Hotel 
Company 
Limited. 


contracts,  this  Court  only  interferes  in  cases  of  fraud  or 
complication  of  accounts,  and  he  proceeded  :] 

The  whole  of  the  evidence  which  has  been  laid  before 
me  clearly  establishes  that  this  is  a  contested  question 
of  account  between  the  company  and  the  Petitioner, 
though  something  is  due  to  him  which  would  exceed 
the  50Z.  mentioned  by  the  statute.  This,  however,  is 
not  the  case  within  the  statute,  for  what  should  I  have 
to  do  if  I  made  the  order?  I  could  do  nothing  but  take 
an  account  between  these  parties.  If  1  made  the  order, 
I  should  still  say  to  the  company,  provided  you  pay 
what  is  now  due  to  the  Petitioner,  I  will  stop  the  pro- 
ceeding. 

Suppose  the  company  said,  "  we  are  now  willing  to 
pay  the  debt,"  then  this  question  would  arise:  What 
is  the  debt,  what  is  really  due  to  the  Petitioner  on  the 
claim?  I  must  then  take  the  accounts,  and  do  the  very 
thing  which  cannot  be  done  except  by  bill,  unless  in 
cases  where  there  is  fraud  and  collusion,  and  I  should 
thus  take  complicated  and  contested  accounts,  between 
solvent  persons,  under  the  powers  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment which  meant  to  do  nothing  but  to  wind  up  insol- 
vent companies  and  to  make  them  pay  their  debts,  so 
far  as  their  assets  would  extend.  Far  from  being  insol- 
vent, this  company  is  carrying  on  a  thriving  business, 
which  I  am  asked  to  stop,  merely  because  there  is  a 
quarrel  between  the  company  and  their  contractor  as  to 
what  is  due  to  him. 


The  petition  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Re  THE  GENERAL  ROLLING   STOCK 
COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

Jan.  16. 
fJHAPMAN  was  a  clerk  of  this  company  at  a  salary  TheCourtcan- 
of  bOl  a  year,  which  had  been  duly  paid  to  him  jJJ'eVL ^^1^ 

down  to  Michaelmas^  1 864.  a  clerk  in  a 

company 
which  is  being 
In  February^  1865,  an  order  had  been  made  to  wind  wound  up  of 
1  ,    _,-  11.1.1  three  months* 

up  the  company,  and  Chapman  now  asked  to  be  paid  arrears  of 

three  months'  arrears  of  salary  in  full,  and  to  prove  for  ■f'*'7»  «» in 

•^  *       .  the  case  of  a 

his  subsequent  salary  down  to  the  date  of  the  notice  of  bankruptcy, 

discharge,  together  with  a  quarter's  salary  from  that  c"me^*n^W 

time  in  lieu  of  notice.    This  raised  a  question  whether  panu  with  the 

he  was  to  be  considered  discharged  as  from  the  date  of  ^f  the  com- 

tbe  windin&c  up  order,  or  continued  until  some  formal  P^I^y* 

.      ,     ,r  .  ...        .     1.      ..  Theorderto 

notice  bad  been  given  to  him  by  the  liquidator.  wind  up  a  com- 

pany is  notice 
to  the  servants 
Mr.  Phear  in  support  of  the  application.    The  Bank-  of  thecompany 

rupt  Act  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  168)  authorizes  the  eLi^e  fiJm  iia 

Court  to  order  three  months'  arrears  of  salary  to  be  paid  service. 

to  any  servant  or  clerk,  and,  by  analogy,  the  Court  may 

exercise  its  discretion  in  favour  of  the  clerks  and  servants 

of  a  bankrupt  company  under  ''The  Companies  Act, 

1862"  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  98),  which  empowered  the 

Court  to  apply  the  assets  of  a  company  ''in  discharge  of 

its  liabilities."     Clerks  and  servants  cannot  be  discharged 

except  by  due  notice. 

Mr.  Souihgate  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  Official  Liqui- 
dator, argued  that  the  discharge  of  the  clerks  and  ser- 
vants of  the  company  must  be  considered  as  having 
occurred  upon  the  making  of  the  winding  up  order, 
when  the  company  could  no  longer  employ  them. 

The 
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1866. 

Re 
General 
Rolling 
Stock  Co. 
Limited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  "Companies 
Act,  1862/'  gave  him  no  authority  to  order  payment  to 
the  applicant  of  a  quarter's  salary  in  full;  and  that  this 
could  only  be  done,  as  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  by  an 
express  enactment,  and  that  therefore  the  applicant  must 
come  in  like  the  other  creditors.  Secondly,  that  the 
advertisements  as  to  winding  up  the  company  were 
notice,  and  that  the  order  for  winding  up,  when  made, 
must  be  considered  as  notice  to  the  clerks  and  servants 
of  the  company  of  their  discharge  from  the  company's 
service. 


DAVIES  V.  OTTY.    (No.  2.) 


1865. 
Ftft.S,  10,  15. 

The  Plaintiff;  HPHIS  case,  which  is  reported  ante(a),  on  a  demurrer, 
apin^henaive  X  j^^^  came  on  for  hearing,  but  upon  allegations 
dieted  for  of  a  different  state  of  facts,  which  the  Plaintiff  had  in- 
it^m^d^ut^^^  troduced  by  amendment.    The  following  statement  is 

he  was  not  founded  on  the  conclusions  arrived  at  by  the  Court, 
liable  to  be)  ,  . ,  •     .i 

conveyed  real    upon  the  evidence  m  the  cause, 
property  to  the 
Defendant,  on 
a  parol  agree- 
ment to  re- 
tranafer  when 
the  difficulty 
had  passed. 

On  a  bill  for  a    _  .  ,  .  ,  «  , 

re-transfer,  the  for  secunng  to  the  society  an  advance  ot  money  made  to 
Defendant  de-   Jiim^ 
nied  the  agree- 
ment and  in- 
sisted on  the 
Statute  of 
Frauds,  the 
trust  not  being 
in  writing. 
Held,  that  this 
was  a  case  of  fraud  and  that  the  statute  did  not  apply. 

A  witness  made  an  affidavit  and  died  four  days  afterwards,  and  before  she  could  be 
cross-examined.     Her  evidence  was  admitted  at  the  hearing. 


It  appeared  that,  in  1860,  the  Plaintiff  Davies  was  en- 
titled to  three-and-a-half  shares  in  a  building  society 
and  to  a  piece  of  land  and  some  houses,  which  he  had 
mortgaged  to  the  society,  in  the  usual  way  in  such  cases. 


By  an  indenture  dated  the  17th  of  January,  1860, 

made  between  the  Plaintiff  Davies  of  the  one  part  and 

the 
(o)  33  Beav.  540. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  209 

the  Derendant  Otty  (bis  step-son)  of  the  other  part.        1865. 
This  indenture  recited  the  Plaintiff's  title,  and  proceeded 
as  follows : — 

**  And  whereas  Matthew  Otty  has  taken  from  Thomas 
Davies  all  his  shares  in  the  said  benefit  building  society, 
and  has  contracted  and  agreed  with  Thomas  Dames  for 
the  absolute  purchase  of  the  said  piece  of  land,  messuages,'* 
&c.  ''(subject  to  the  payment  by  Matthew  Otty^  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  of  all  the 
payments  which,  from  the  6th  day  of  January  instant, 
shall  become  payable  for  or  in  respect  of  the  shares  in 
the  said  society  so  taken  by  the  said  Matthew  Otty  from 
the  said  Thomas  Davies  as  aforesaid)  for  the  sum  of 
20^"  It  then  witnessed,  that  the  Plaintiff,  in  considera- 
tion of  20/.  paid  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  and 
of  the  Defendant's  covenant,  conveyed  to  the  Defend- 
ant and  his  heirs  the  land  and  houses,  subject  to  the 
mortgage  and  to  the  payments  to  the  building  society. 
And  the  Defendant  covenanted  to  make  the  several 
payments  to  the  building  society,  and  to  indemnify  the 
Plaintiff  therefrom. 

The  circumstances  under  which  this  deed  was  executed 
appeared  to  be  as  follows : — In  1844,  the  Plaintiff's  wife 
deserted  him,  and  left  the  place  with  her  paramour.  In 
1864,  the  Plaintiff  (who  had  never  heard  of  his  wife 
since  her  elopement,  and  believed  her  to  be  dead) 
married  a  second  wife.  Five  or  six  years  afterwardsi 
(1860)  the  Plaintiff  was  informed  that  his  first  wife  was 
still  living,  and  fearing  a  prosecution  for  bigamy,  an 
arrangement  was  come  to,  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  transfer  the  above 
property  until  the  ''difficulty"  in  which  the  Plaintiff 
was  had  passed  over.  It  was  proved  by  two  witnesses 
that  the  "  distinct  understanding"  between  them  was, 
that  the  transfer  "  was  to  be  a  nominal  one,  and  was  to 

TOL.  zxxy — II.  p  be 
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be  doYie  away  with  when  the  unpleasatiUieitB  waa  over." 
The  Plaintiff  afterwards  discovered  that  the  lapse  of 
seven  years  from  the  time  he  knew  that  his  first  wife 
was  alive  protected  him  against  any  proceedings  for 
bigamy,  and,  in  1863|  he  called  on  the  Defendant  to 
reconvey  the  property  to  him.  This  tlie  Defendant 
refused  to  do,  and  he  claimed  it  beneficially  as  his  own. 

It  was  proved,  that  the  Plaintiff  had,  in  the  meantime, 
been  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  property, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  himself  made  the  several 
payments  to  the  society*  The  consideration  of  20/. 
was  not  paid  in  money  on  the  execution  of  the  deed ; 
but  the  Defendanti  who,  at  that  time,  held  the  bill  of  the 
Plaintiff  for  that  amount,  alleged  that  the  non-payment 
of  this  bill  was  the  real  consideration*  But  it  wag  also 
proved  that  the  amount  of  this  bill  had  been  paid  by 
.the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  since  the  execution  of 
the  deed.. 

The  Defendant  denied  the  trust,  and  insisted  on  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  (29  Car.  %  c.  3),  the  sections  relating 
to  which  are  as  Ibliows  : — 

Sect.  7.  *'  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  all  declara- 
tions or  creations  of  trusts  or  confidences  of  any  lands, 
tenements  or  hereditaments  sball  be  manifested  and 
proved  by  some  writing,  signed  by  the  parly  who  is,  by 
law,  enabled  to  declare  such  trust,  or  by  his  last  will  in 
writing,  or  else  they  shall  be  utterly  void  and  of  none 
effect. 

Sect.  8.  ^  Provided  always,  that  where  any  convey- 
ance shall  be  made  of  any  lands  or  tenements,  by  which 
a  trust  or  confidence  shall  or  may  arise  or  resell  by  the 
implication  or  construction  of  law,  or  be  transferred  or 
extinguished  by  any  act  or  operation  of  1ftw>  then  tsnd 

in 
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in  every  8och  case  such  trust  or  confidence  shall  be  of 
the  like  force  and  eiTect  as  the  same  would  have  been 
if  this  statute  had  not  been  madci  anything  hereinbefore 
contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding/'  Omt. 

Mr.  BaggdUay  and  Mr.  H.  M.  Jackson,  for  the 
Plaintiff,  argued,  first,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
a  re-conveyance,  the  deed  having  been  executed  under 
a  misapprehension  and  mistake,  and  also  on  the  express 
undertaking  of  the  Defendant  to  re-convey.  That  ihere 
was  no  illegality  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction  to 
prevent  the  Plaintiff  from  obtaining  eqaitable  relief^ 
there  being  no  crime  in  his  second  marriage  after  the 
disappearance  for  so  long  a  time  of  the  first  wife. 
Secondly,  that  the  7th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
was^napplicable,  there  being  a  part  performance  and  a 
fraud,  and  that  these  were  suflScient  grounds  for  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  statute,  for  Courts  of  Equity  never 
allow  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  cover  a  fraud.  But  that 
if  the  case  were  within  the  statute,  it  came  within  the 
8th  section,  there  being  a  constructive  trust  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiff,  who  had  never  received  the  alleged  pur- 
chase-money. They  cited  Childers  v.  Childen  (a)  ; 
Sirchy.Blagrave(b)\  Platermonev.  Staple  {c);  Roberts 
▼.  RoberU  (rf)  ;  Cecil  v.  Butcher  (c)  ;  Ward  v.  Lant  (/) ; 
Jiale  V.  Hamilton  (jf) ;  Lincoln  v.  Wright  (/i) ;  Statute 
of  Frauds  (t) ;  24  ^  26  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  57. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  TF.  TF.  Cooper  for  the  De- 
fendant The  evidence  and  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
shew  that  an  absolute  conveyance  was  contemplated 

and 

(a)  ZKayih  310,  and  1  Be  (r)  9,  Jae.  if  W,  565. 

G.  ♦  J.  482.  (/)  Prtc,  Ch.  182. 

{k)  AmH.  264.  (g)  5  Hare,  369. 

(r)  Sir  O.  Cocf.  250.  (A)  4  De  G.  4  J-  16. 

(d)  2  Bam.  i  AU.  369.  (i)  29  Car,  2,  c.  8. 
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1866.  ^"^  ^^  essential  for  the  object,  and  the  alleged  agree* 
ment  is  expressly  denied  by  the  Defendant.  The  case 
is  one  intended  to  be  met  by  the  statute,  the  7th  secUon 
of  which  is  express:— that  all  creations  of  trusts  shall  be 
in  writing  or  else  be  utterly  void.  No  parol  evidence  is, 
therefore,  admissible  of  such  a  trust.  There  is  no  con- 
structive trust  or  part  performance.  If  the  denial  of  a 
parol  trust  is  to  be  considered  a  fraud,  this  section  of 
the  statute  would  be  inoperative,  the  object  of  it  being 
to  prevent  perjury  by  excluding  parol  evidence,  and 
by  not  allowing  a  trust  of  land  to  be  proved  by  any- 
thing but  by  some  writing.  They  cited  Brachenbrnry 
v.  Brctchenbury  (a) ;  Curtis  v.  Perry  (6) ;  Lindsay  v. 
Lynch ic);  Kendall  v.  Beckett{d);  Wright  v.  Wilkin  (e); 
Gascoiffuey.  Thwing{f)\  Oroves  v.  Groves  (g);  Statute 
of  Frauds  (A) ;  Barlleit  v.  Pichersgill  (i) ;  Lard  Irdkam 
V.  Child  {k);  Cawley  v.  Poole  (l). 

Mr.  Baggallay  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb.  15.  Upon  considering  this  case,  and  looking  at  the  various 

authorities  on  the  subject,  and  after  referring  again  to 
the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
can  have  no  application  to  this  case. 

Assuming  (which  I  do  for  the  present)  that  there  was 
nothing  whatever  illegal  in  the  transaction  (the  existence 

of 

(a)  2  Jac.  4r  W.  391.  (g)  3  F.  4  Jer.  163. 

(b)  6  Vet.  739.  (A)  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  «.  4. 

(e)  2  Sch.  Sf  Lif.  1.  (i)  1    Cox,  15,  and   1    EJem, 

(d)  2  Russ.  if  M.  88.  515. 

(e)  4  De  G.ifJ.UX.  {k)  1  Bro,  C.  C.  92. 
(J)  1  Vem.  366.  (/)  1  Hem.  4*  MU.  50. 
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of  which  wouldy  of  coursei  alter  the  case),  I  consider  it  1866. 
is  proved,  by  the  evidence,  that  the  Plaintiff,  apparently 
in  a  difficulty,  or  afraid  of  getting  into  one,  transferred 
this  property  to  the  Defendant,  who  thereupon  agreed 
that  he  would  re-transfer  it  to  the  Plaintiff  when  re- 
quired ;  but  when  the  time  for  the  re-transfer  arrived,  the 
Defendant  refused  to  re-transfer  it.  Such  being  the  facts, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  a  case  to  which  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  applies.  There  was  no  consideration  paid  by 
the  Defendant,  the  20/.  mentioned  in  the  deed  never 
having  been  paid ;  for  the  Plaintiff's  bill  of  exchange 
held  by  the  Defendant,  and  which  he  states  to  be  the 
consideration  for  the  deed,  appears,  by  the  evidence, 
to  have  been  afterwards  repaid  by  the  Plaintiff  by  in- 
stalments in  various  sums.  This  being  so,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  **  it  is  not  honest  to  keep  the  land."  If 
so,  this  is  a  case  in  which,  in  my  opinion,  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  does  not  apply.  I  think  that  the  subsequent 
course  of  dealing  confirms  this  view ;  for  the  Plaintiff 
has  ever  since  been  allowed  to  remain  in  possession 
of  the  property,  and  he  has  paid  all  the  instalments 
to  the  benefit  building  society.  In  my  opinion,  there- 
fore, this  case  comes  within  the  8th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  and  is  excepted  from  the  operation 
of  the  prior  section.  Therefore,  the  case  is  not  such  as 
entitles  the  Defendant  to  set  up  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
as  a  ground  for  allowing  him  to  retain  the  property. 

I  am  also  clearly  of  opinion  there  was  no  illegality 
ID  the  transaction,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  quite  justi- 
fied, morally  and  legally,  in  marrying  the  second  wife, 
although  the  effect  of  it  may  have  been,  that  she  did 
not  become  his  wife.  The  long  absence  of  his  first 
wife  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  Plaintiff  in  coming  to 
the  conelusion  that  she  was  dead,  and  would   have 

induced 
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1865w  induced  this  Court  to  have  come  to  the  aame  conclu- 

^^'"^-^  »ion,  aady  possibly,  to  have  acted  on  it,  by  paying 

«,  money  out  or  Court  on  that  footing.    That  being  so, 

^^^*  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree. 

The  costs  of  the  conveyance  were  paid  for  by  the 
Defendant,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  ought 
to  repay  them ;  and,  upon  the  Plaintiff's  undertaking  to 
repay  them,  I  shall  order  a  re-conveyance  at  the  expense 
of  the  Plaintiff.  Cancelling  the  deed  would  not  be 
sufficient,  unless  it  was  originally  void,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  was*    The  Plaintiff  must  have  his  costs  of  suit. 


Another  point  arose  in  this  case  in  regard  to  the  evi- 
dence. Susannah  Davies  made  an  affidavit  on  behalf  of 
the  Plaintiff,  which  was  sworn  on  the  28tb  of  August^ 
1864.  She  died  on  the  Ist  of  September,  1864,  and  her 
affidavit  was  filed  on  the  14th  of  December,  1864.  Thus 
the  Defendant  had  had  no  opportunity  of  cross-examining 
her.  It  was  objected  that  her  affidavit  could  not  be 
received  in  evidence.     As  to  this — 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said, — 

I  stated  that  I  thought  the  evidence  of  Susannah 
Davies  must  be  admitted.  It  appears  that  her  evidence 
was  given  on  the  28th  August  last  year,  and  that  she 
died  two  or  three  days  afterwards,  which  made  it  impos- 
sible to  cross-examine  her ;  but  there  being  no  impro- 
priety and  nothing  wrong  in  examining  her,  and  no 
keeping  her  out  of  the  way  to  prevent  a  cross-examina* 
tion,  I  must  receive  her  evidence  and  treat  it  ezacti 
in  the  same  way  that  I  should  the  evidence  of  any  oth 
witness   who,   from   any  cause   whatever,   either   h 
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not  been  cross-examined  or  whom  it  wss  impossible  to        1865, 
cross-examiae. 


Not*.— See  \9th  Order  of  the  6th  of  February^  1861;   Braith- 
fMiU  ▼.  Kmrnh  34  Beav.  202,  and  th€  r^p-encet;  Ridky  v.  Ridleift 


Davibi 
n. 


ibid,  329. 


In  re  GRATWICK'S  SETTLEMENT. 

Nov.  26. 
"DY  a  settlement,  made,  in  1811,  on  the  marriage  of  a  testatrix  be- 

^  Edward  and  Ann  Gratwick,  a  sum  of  600/.  consols  q"eathed  "all 

'  ^       moneysbelong- 

was   held   in   trust  for  Ann    Gratwick  for  life,   with  ing  to  ber  in 

remainder  to  Edward  Gratwieh  for  life.     «  And  from  Cent  cS^wb" 

and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  Edward  to  two  children 

Gratwick  and   Ann    Gratwick,   leavivg  issue  one   or  ^i^ow.    The 

more  child  or  children  tken  Kvina,  then,  as  to  the  said  only  consols 

she  wtfs  in- 
sum  of  600/.  and  the  stocks,  funds  or  securities  on  terestedin 

which  the  same  may  be  invested,  upon  trust  for  all  and  ^e^e  settled  on 

every  the  child  or  children  of  Edward  Chratwick  and  with  power  to 

Ann  Gratwick,  in  such  parts,  shares  and  proportions  "  amongst  her 

as  they  should  jointly   by  deed  or  as  Ann  Gratwick  children.  Hf/rf, 

should  by  her  virill  appoint     "  And  in  default  of  such  operated  as  an 

direction  or  appointment,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  execution  of 

iuck  child  or  children  "  in  equal  shares,  the  shares  of  regarded  the 

sons  to  vest  at  twenty-one,  and  of  daughters  at  that  [^e^wo  chiU 

age  or  marriage.  dren,  although 

it  contained  no 

There  were  four  children,  all  of   whom    attained  fJ^Z^J^Z 

'  to  tne  power  or 

twenty-one,  viz.,  Edward  (deceased),   Thomas,  Mary  to  the  subject 
and  John  (deceased),  ""  q^  the  mar- 

Ann  riage  of  il.  and 
B.,  personalty 
was  limited  to  them  for  their  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  **  leaving  one 
or  more  child  or  children  then  living/'  on  trust  '*for  all  and  every  the  child  and  children" 
of  A.  and  B.  as  B.  should  hy  will  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  «  upon  trust 
for  all  and  every  such  child  and  cnildren  "  equally.  Held,  that,  to  entitle  a  child  to 
take  in  default  of  appointment,  it  was  not  necessary  that  he  ^ould  survive  his 
parents. 
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1865.  ^^n  Gratwick  survived  her  husband  and  two  of  her 

^^^>^^^       child ren,  and  she  died  in  1864. 
In  re 
Gratwick'b 
Sbttlbment.       By  her  will,  made  in  1864,  "she  gave  and  bequeathed 

all  money  belonging  to  her  in  the  £3  per  Cent  Consols, 

or  in  any  other  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain,  with 

the  dividends  thereon,  and  all  other  money  that  she 

might  die  possessed  of  or  become  entitled  to,"  to  her 

son   Thomas,  her   daughter  Mary  and  Ann  Gratwick 

the  younger  (the  widow  of  her  deceased  son  Edward) 

in  equal  shares. 

The  will  of  the  testatrix  contained  no  reference  to  the 
power  of  appointment  given  to  her  by  the  settlement, 
and  no  expression  of  her  intention  to  exercise  such 
power.  The  testatrix  was  not  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to  any  Government  stocks  or  funds  whatever,  either  at 
the  date  of  her  will  or  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  save 
only,  so  far  as  she  was  entitled  to  the  sum  of  600/. 
consols  during  her  life,  and  to  her  power  of  appointment 
over  it  in  favor  of  the  children. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  appointment  in  favor  of  the 
widow  of  the  deceased  son  Edward  was  invalid;  and 
the  questions  on  this  petition  were,  whether  the  testa- 
trix had  duly  appointed  the  fund  in  question,  and  to 
whom  it  belonged  ? 

Mr.  Hallett  for  the  Petitioners  Thomas  and  Mary. 
First,  the  appointment  to  the  surviving  children  exclu- 
sively is  a  good  execution  of  the  power ;  Boyle  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Peterborough  (a);  Woodcock  v.  Ilenneck{b); 
Paske  v.  Haselfoot  (c).     The  appointment  to  the  widow 

of 

{a)  1   Vti.jun.  299.  (c)  33  Bfav.  125. 

(6)  4  beav.  190;  1  Phil.  72, 
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of  Edward  being  invalid,  two-thirds  of  the  fund  are        1865. 
therefore  well  appointed  to  the  Petitioners.     Next,  the      ^"^^^y^^^ 
surviving  children  alone  take  the  remaining  one-third,    Gkatwick's 
for  the  power  arises  after  death  of  the  parents  "  leaving  Sbttlemeht. 
issue  one  or  more  child  or  children  ilien  living^    The 
children  then  living  alone  are  objects  of  the  power,  and 
the  gift  in  default  of  appointment  is  to  the  same  class, 
namely, ''  for  all  and  every  5ttcA  child  and  children,"  i.  e. 
those  then  living  or  living  at  the  death  of  the  surviving 
parent. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  words  "  every  such 
child  and  children''  refer  to  the  last  antecedent,  which 
is  *'all  and  every  the  child  and  children."] 

Secondly,  the  consols  held  in  trust  were  duly  ap- 
pointed, for  the  testatrix  had  none  of  her  own  to  answer 
the  description  ;  Walker  v.  Mackie  (a) ;  Mackinley  v. 
8i8on{b);  Elliott  v.  Elliott (c);  Lake  v.  Currie(d); 
Sugden  on  Powers  («) ;  and  see  Shelf ord  v.  Ackland  (/). 

Mr.  W.  Barber  for  the  trustees. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
in  default  of  appointment,  the  fund  is  divisible  amongst 
the  four  children  and  their  representatives  in  fourths. 
As  to  the  testatrix's  power  to  appoint  to  the  two  sur- 
vivors, there  can  be  no  doubt  of  it.] 

Mr.  Everitt  for  the  representatives  of  the  two  deceased 
children.  This  will  was  not  an  execution  of  the  power. 
The  distinction  between  property  and  power  is  perfectly 

settled 

(a)  4  Hums.  76.  (d)  2  De  G.,  M.  Sf  G.  536. 

(6)  8  Sim.  561.  (e)  Paget  312,  343  (8M  edit,) 

(c)  15  Sim,  321.  (/;  23  Beav  10. 
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1866,  settled  and  established;  JEvaus  ▼•  Evams{a).  Here 
"^^-^^-^  there  ia  no  reference  either  to  the  property  or  to  the 
OftATwiGK'a  power,  and  the  will  is  not  that  of  a  married  womao,  io 
S*TTfc»ii»nT.  ^hich  case  it  might  be  inferred  that  she  most  be  dealing 
under  some  special  power  or  authority.  A  general  be- 
quest,  like  the  present,  of  ^^all  monies  belanging  to  her 
in  £3  per  Cent.  Consols"  and  money  she  might  die  pos* 
messed  of,  is  not  an  execution  of  a  power  of  appointment 
It  is  evident,  also,  that  the  testatrix  herself  did  not  eon* 
sider  she  was  dealing  with  the  settled  property,  for  she 
speaks  of  it  as  money  she  was  entitled  to,  and  she  makes 
a  son's  widow,  who  was  not  an  object  of  the  power,  an 
appointee  under  it.  It  is  evident  from  this  that  she  was 
dealing  with  a  fund  which  she  thought  she  could  give 
to  his  widow.  The  onus  of  proof  lies  on  the  Peti- 
tioners, and  they  have  shewn  no  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  testatrix  to  execute  this  power  ;  Moohe  v.  Rooke  {b). 

The  Mastkr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  this  will  was  a  perfectly  good  execution 
of  the  power  as  regards  the  children.  The  testatrix 
had  no  stock,  except  her  interest  in  this  sum  of  300/. 
Consols,  which  she  had  power  to  appoint  by  will, 
and  the  dividends  on  which  she  had  been  regularly  re- 
ceiving under  a  power  of  attorney.  She  bequeathed  as 
follows: — "I  give  all  money  belonging  to  me  in  the 
£3  per  Cent.  Consols,"  &c.  lam  of  opinion  that  the 
inference  is  irresistible,  that  she  applied  these  wprds  to 
the  stock  of  which  she  was  receiving  the  dividends,  and 
that  no  other  construction  is  possible* 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appointment  is  good  in  favour 
of  her  two  children,  and  that  the  one-third  intended  for 
the  widow  of  the  son  goes  between  the  four  children  as 
unappointed. 
(«)  23  Beav.  1.  (6)  2  Dreto.  4"  Sm.  38. 
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1865. 
Dec.  16. 

Re  BLITHMAN.  1866. 

Jan,  17. 

rpHE  question  raised  on  this  petition  was,  whether  ^'  B.  was  ad- 
some  personal  property  in  England,  belonging  to  vent  under  an 

an  insolvent  residin^c  in  South  Australia,  passed  to  the  act  of  the  Au»- 

tralian  legis- 
official  assignee  of  such  insolvent  or  to  the  executrix  of  lature,  which 

the  insolvent,  who  had  since  died.  ^^nonS^ii^'' 

perty  of  insol- 
A  testatrix   died  in    1837,  having   bequeathed  her  i^"hefr  Lsig- 

residue  to  Mrs.  Henwood,  durante  vidiiitate,  and  after  °e^  by  virtue 
111  /*       I  t  •!  «  of  their  ap- 

her  death  or  marriage,  upon  trust  for   her  children,  nointment 

equally,  as  and  when  they  should  respectively  attain  No  assignment 
the  age  of   twenty-five   years,  with  benefit  of  sur-  by  A.  B.    He 

%  •  was  entitled  to 

y^^onhip,  a.hareofare- 

sidue  consist- 
George  Henwood,  one  of  such  children,  and  a  domi-  st^k  in  the  ^ 
ciled  English  subject,  went  to  South  Australia  previous  Court  of  Chan- 
to  the  year  1863,  and  he  resided  there  for  some  time,  land.   The 
and  carried  on  business  there.     In  1863,  he  was  duly  ci^^JJby  iho 
judged  insolvent  in  South  Australia,  under  the  Insol-  assignees,  and 

uv  thfi  &X6~ 

vent  Act,  No.  16,  of  1860.   By  that  act,  when  any  person  cy^rix  of  A.  B, 

is  adiudficed  an  insolvent,  all  his  personal  estate,  present  in  JEng/aiu/. 

/  t    r  -n  ,  ,      ,       ,  1   He/a,  that  the 

or  future,  before  certificate,  becomes  absolutely  vested  right  to  receive 

in  his  assignees,  by  virtue  of  his  appointment,  and  such  lhe%*"vi  of" 

assignees  alone  have  power  to  recover  the  same  in  their  A.  B, ;  that  if 

own  names.    The  insolvent  executed  a  conveyance  of  ^|®JJYn  Jitt-*" 

his  real  estate  to  his  assignees,  but  he  did  nothing  to  tralia,  his 

affect  his  personal  estate.  eJm^tote^ 

ceive  it ;  but  if 
in  England^ 
Mrs.  Henwood,  the  tenant  for  life,  died  in  November^  his  executrix 

1864,  after  the  insolvency,  and  George  Henwood  died  ^"«nutied. 
in   South  Australia  on  the  22nd  of   January,   1864. 
His  wife  was  his  sole  executrix  in  England  and  his  uni- 
versal 
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versal  legatee;  and  the  share  of  George  Henwood  in 
the  residue  (425/.  stock)  having  been  paid  into  Court, 
Blitbman.  w^^cr  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  she  presented  this  petition 
for  payment  of  it  to  her.  This  was  resisted  by  the 
assignees  in  insolvency  of  her  husband,  who  claimed  to 
be  entitled  to  the  money  under  the  Australian  in- 
solvency. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Horsey  for  the  English  ex- 
ecutrix. The  act  of  the  colonial  legislature  could  not 
operate  on  property  in  a  foreign  country  and  out  of  its 
jurisdiction.  Some  limit  must  necessarily  be  placed  on 
the  acts  on  the  subject,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  93,  s.  2; 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  60,  8.  69 ;  28  &  29  Vict.  c.  63;  23  &  24 
Vict.  c.  16  (Colonial  Act),  and  their  operation  must  be 
confined  to  property  within  the  jurisdiction  and  power 
of  the  colonial  legislature.  According  to  the  law  of 
England f  this  fund  could  only  pass  by  transfer  or  by 
some  instrument  executed  by  the  owner.  No  act  of  the 
colonial  legislature  could  make  it  vest  in  any  other 
person  without  some  act  done,  by  the  rightful  owner, 
which  can  be  recognized  in  this  country,  and  in  this 
case,  the  insolvent  has  done  no  act  whatever  to  affect  his 
personal  estate  here.  If,  therefore,  it  be  necessary  that 
there  should  have  been  some  act  binding  on  the  in- 
solvent which  passed  the  property,  then  it  becomes  a 
question  of  domicile,  and  his  domicile  was  always  that 
of  his  origin,  namely,  in  England,  for  no  change  in  it 
has  been  proved  to  have  taken  place. 

Secondly,  the  discharge  under  an  Australian  insol- 
vency would  not  have  discharged  him  from  his  debts 
in     England ;    Bartley     v.     Hodges  (a) ;     Smith     v. 

Buchanan  ; 
{a)  1  Bcit  ^  Smith,  375. 
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Buchanan  (a);  Solomon  v.  Ross{b);  The  Royal  Bank        1866. 
of  Scotland   v.    Cuthbert  (c).       if   the  insolvency  in       ^-"^v*^^ 
Australia  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  here,  neither  can     blithmam. 
his  property  here  vest  in  the  assignee ;  for  the  discharge 
from  all  his  debts  is  the  condition  on  which  an  insolvent 
gives  up  all  his  property  to  his  creditors.     If  it  were 
otherwise,  he  would  be  liable  here  for  his  debts,  though 
all  the  means  of  paying  them  had  been  taken  from  him 
by  his  creditors. 

They  also  referred  to  Townsend  v.  Early  {d). 

Mr.  MuTtelli  for  the  assignees.  The  property  in 
question  passed  under  the  Australian  insolvency; 
Solomons  ▼.  Ross  (b) ;  Sill  v.  Worswick  {e) ;  Stein*s 
Case{f);  Potter  v.  Brown  {g);  Selkrig  v.  Davies{h); 
Exports  Cridland(i).    • 

Secondly,  the  domicile  of  the  insolvent  was  in 
Australia^  where  he  resided  and  carried  on  his  trade ; 
Jopp  V.  Woodijk);  Bempde  v.  Johnstone  (/). 

The  adjudication  in  insolvency  is  equivalent  to  the 
judgment  of  a  foreign  court,  which,  by  the  comity  of 
nations,  the  courts  of  foreign  countries  wilL  give 
effect  to;  Kent's  Commentaries;  Story  on  Conflict  of 
Laws;  Wheaton;  and  Westlahe. 

Mr.  Bristowe  for  trustees. 

Mr.  BaggaUayt  in  reply,  cited  Lord  v.  Colvin  (m). 

The 

(a)  1  EMi,  6.  (A)  2  Ro$e,  97,  291. 

{b)  1  H.  BL  131,11.  (i)  3  Fes.  ^  B.  94. 

(e)  1  AoK,  462.  {k)  34  Beav.  88. 

(</)  34  Beav.  23.  (/)  3  Ves.  198,  201. 

{e)  \  H.BLp.  691.  (m)  4  Drew.  866,  and  10  H. 

(J)  1  RoH,  262.  of  L.  Cat.  272. 
(g)  5  £i«/,  124. 
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J£^  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  examining  the  ca$es«  that  the 
question  as  to  the  hand  to  receive  this  money  is  one 
which  depends  on  the  domicile  of  George  Henwood^ 
If  his  domicile  was  Australian,  I  think  the  property 
passed  to  his  assignees ;  but  if  the  domicile,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  was  English,  then  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative is  the  person  entitled  to  receive  the  personal 
estate  belonging  to  him  in  this  country. 

It  was  argued,  that,  if  the  domicile  were  English,  still, 
nevertheless,  that,  on  the  principle  of  the  comity  of  na- 
tions, this  insolvency  was  in  the  nature  of  a  foreign  judg- 
ment, and  that  this  Court  would  give  effect  to  it  against 
the  property  in  this  country,  and  several  cases  were 
cited  for  that  proposition.  I  *am  disposed  to  assent  to 
that  argument,  but  with  this  qualification  : — I  think  that 
the  legal  personal  representative  would  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  money,  and  that  the  assignees  can  only 
obtain  payment  here  by  suing  for  the  amount  as  in  an 
ordinary  case.  If  a  person  domiciled  in  this  country 
had,  in  his  lifetime,  contracted  debts  abroad,  for  which 
a  foreign  judgment  had  been  obtained,  the  judgment 
creditor  might  sue  the  legal  personal  representative  in 
this  country,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  his  debt;  but 
various  questions  might  then  arise  between  different 
classes  of  creditors,  such  as  whether  be  was  or  was  not 
entitled  to  take  the  whole  of  the  fund,  or  questions  of 
priority,  and  whether  the  other  judgment  creditors  of 
the  deceased  were  not  entitled  to  share  in  the  assets 
pari  passu, 

I  am  of  opinion,  assuming  that  the  domicile  was 
English,  that  the  money  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  Peti- 
tioner, and  it  will  then  be  for  the  assignees  to  take  such 
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«teps  against  her  as  they  may  think  fit  and  proper,  and 
I  would  allow  them  time  for  that  purpose.  But  if  the 
domicile  of  George  Henwood  was  Australian,  then  I 
think  that  the  property  in  this  country  passed  to  and 
Tested  in  the  assignees  immediately,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  South  Australia  already  referred  to. 

As  I  think  the  question  depends  on  the  domicile, 
I  cannot  determine  it,  unless  both  parties  admit  that 
there  is  no  further  evidence.  But,  on  the  meagre  evi- 
dence before  me,  I  am  bound  to  say,  that  I  should  not 
consider  that  there  was  sufficient  to  shew  any  change 
of  the  domicile  of  origin. 


THE  NORWEGIAN  TITANIC  IRON  COMPANY 

(LIMITED).  1865. 

Noffo,  25. 
rilHIS  company  had  been  registered  in  October^  1863^  it  is  not  an 

•*•      and  its  objects  as  stated  in  the  articles  of  associa-  ^f ^j^g^'^y^^^^ 

tion  were : —  of  a  company 

if,  where,  being 
''The  purchase  of  certain  leasehold  collieries  situate  at  established  for 

NeviUe  HilU;'  in  Yorkskir^,  and  "of  certain  mines  and  ^^^^J^^^ 

mining  rights"  in  Norway^  the  working  of  the  coal  in  abandons  one 

the  collieries  at  Neville  Hills^  and  of  the  iron  ore  in  the  ^y^^  others; 

said  mines  in  Norway .  the  conveyance  of  such  coal  and  pro^Wed  such 

•  r  »T  .    .r    •>*    »^.».         II        abandonment 

iron  ore  to  and  from  Notway^  and  Neville  Htlls  and  else-  does  not  alter 

where  in  Enghmd,  and  the  smelting  of  such  iron  ore,  J^^ntel   rin- 

and  of  other  ore  necessary  to  be  mixed  therewith,  at  ciple  of  the 

either  or  both  places  or  elsewiiere,  by  means  of  such  *^™P*"y* 

coal  and  of  coke  to  be  made  therefrom,  and  of  other  coal 

and  coke;  the  manufacturing  and  sale  of  the  iron  so  to 

be  made,  and  of  such  other  coal,  coke,  clay,  bricks,  and 

doing 
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1865. 

Tbb 

Norwegian 

Titanic 

Iron  Co. 

Limited. 


doing  acts  incidental  to  the  attainment  of  these  objects, 
and  to  the  selling  the  iron,  iron  ore,  coal  and  coke. 

Mr.  Holdforth  was  the  holder  of  seventy  shares  in  the 
company;  he  died  in  1864,  and  his  executrix  presented 
this  petition  for  winding  up  the  company.  She  founded 
her  application  on  various  grounds  which  failed;  but  one 
of  them  was  as  follows : — 

The  directors  had  thought  it  best  to  sell  the  leasehold 
colliery  at  Neville  Bills  (valued  at  26,000/.),  to  pay  oflF 
the  debts  and  to  provide  capital  for  their  works  in 
Norway.  It  had  originally  been  intended  to  smelt  the 
Norway  iron  with  the  coal  of  the  English  colliery;  but 
the  directors  had  been  advised  that  it  would  smelt  better 
in  combination  with  other  ore,  and  they  decided  upon 
selling  the  colliery  and  retaining  the  Norway  mines. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Jones  Bateman^  in  support  of  the 
petition,  argued  that  the  company  had  failed  to  realize 
the  objects  for  which  it  had  been  formed;  that  it  had  no 
funds  for  carrying  on  the  business,  and  that,  by  the  in- 
tended sale  of  the  Neville  Hill  property,  the  objects  of 
the  company  had  been  varied  by  the  abandonment  of 
one  of  them. 

They  referred  to  Bengal  Tea  Company  (a);  Wheal 
Lovell  Mine  {Jb). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a  case  for  winding  up  the 
company.  The  Court  holds  it  to  be  the  right  of  every 
shareholder  in  a  limited  company  to  have  any  surplus 

divided 


(a)  Mailer  of  the  Rolls,  9ih 
March,  1864. 


{b)  1  Mac.  4-  Gor,  1. 


I 

I 
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divided,  but   that  is   only  where  the  business  of  the       1866. 
company  cannot  be  carried  on.     The  only  question  is,      ^-^^^^^ 

whether  the  company  has  abandoned  the  object  for  which  NoawKoiAn 
it  was  formed.     The  Court  must  see  whether  the  com-       Titanic 

m  1  1   •  1.1  I*ON  Co. 

pany  is  carrymg  mto  effect  the  objects  stated  m  the  Limitbd. 
memorandum  of  association ;  these  the  directors  cannot 
alter.  Then,  is  the  sale  of  the  leaseholds  at  Neville 
Hill  an  abandonment  of  the  objects  of  the  company? 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  an  abandonment  of  the 
object  of  a  company  if,  when  established  to  accomplish 
three  or  four,  it  abandons  one  and  carries  on  the  others, 
provided  such  abandonment  does  not  alter  the  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  company,  and  that  such  a  change 
does  not  justify  a  shareholder  in  coming  to  the  Court, 
and  saying  the  company  has  abandoned  its  object. 

Here  are  two  objects,  and  the  principal  of  which  was 
to  be  effected  by  the  outlay  of  a  large  part  of  the  assets 
in  NoruHxy.  If  so,  these  fourteen  persons,  who  united 
together  as  shareholders,  must  have  intended  that  the 
^(potVfe  J7t7/ collieries  should  be  ancillary  to  the  working 
of  the  minerals  in  Norway.  If  they  abandon  the  work- 
ing of  the  colliery,  it  is  not  abandonment  of  the  funda- 
laoental  objects  for  which  the  company  was  established. 

I  think  this  is  not  a  proper  case  to  come  for  a  winding 
^ip  order,  and  I  must  dismiss  the  petition  with  costs. 
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THE  VESTRY  OF  THE  PARISH  OF  BER- 
JV^.  23.  MONDSEY  V.  BROWN. 

Dec.  7. 

A  vestry  was     fTlHIS  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Bermondsey  vestry, 

aS^f^arlia-^  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  building  an  arch- 

ment,  to  indict  ^^y  over  a  passage  called  "  The  Ten  Foot  Way,'' 
any  person  who  r         o  -r* 

should  stop  or   leading  from  Bermondsey  Wall  to  the  river  Thames,  and 

!)f?^/in^ihe  ^*^'^**  archway  was  intended  to  unite  the  FlaintiflTB 
parish,  and  to  warehouses  on  each  side  of  the  way.  The  vestry  in- 
Jll^^^dtSf^  8«ted,  that  «  The  Ten  Foot  Way''  was  a  pablic  high- 
openinethereof  ^ay,  and  had  been  enjoyed  by  the  public  for  nearly 
pear  expedient,  ''^rty  years.    The  Defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted, 

Held^  that  the  ^y^^^  \^  ^^g  ^  private  road  belonging  to  the  estate  of  a 
vestry  must  ^  o    o 

indict  in  the  family  named  West. 
iiame  of  the 

in  equi'tyin  the  However,  the  evidence  of  the  Defendant  established, 
name  of  the  ^jj^t  down  to  1846,  it  was  a  private  road  belonging  to 
neral,  and  that  the  owner  of  the  West  estate,  and,  upon  the  evidence  of 
Ji^eedln"""*  ^^^  Plaintiffs,  it  was  established  that  since  that  time 
their  own  the  public  had  no  right  to  use  it.  In  1846,  the  vestry 
A  dedication  claimed  this  way  as  being  the  property  of  the  pariah, 

to  a  parish  of  a  as  opposed  to  and  distinct  from  any  dedication  to  the 

right  of  way  ii**  i«i«i 

cannot  be  pre-  public.     Accordmgly,  m  that  year,  they  put  up  a  board 

sumed;  adedi-  y^y  ^jj^  gjj^  ^f  ^jjg  ^^y  ^j^j  ^|j,g  ingcription  upon  it : — 

cation  can  only     "^  •"  r  r 

be  presumed,  "  pj.^^  landing  place,  belonging  to  the  parish  of 

rupted  use,  in  Bermondsey. 

pXlet  "  ^'^ff'  ^«"y  ^'•«^' 

rally,  and  not  "  Clerh  of  the  Vestry." 

in  favor  of  a 

public,  as  of         T^^^  ^^ts  of  parliament  on  which  the  Plaintiffs  relied, 
the  inhabitants  ^g  giving  them  a  power  to  sue  irrespective  of  the  At- 
torney-General, were  as  follows  : — 

The  67  Oeo.  3,  c.  xxix  (local  and  personal),  s.  72, 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  2227 

^ves  authority  to  commissioners  ''  to  regulate  or  re-      .  1866. 
move'*  projections  from  the  sides  of  any  bouse,  which      ""f^^ 

are  inconvenient  to  any  passengers  along  the  carriage  Bs^Lo'liotBY 
or  footways  of  any  streets.  v. 

8  &  9  Vict.  c.  clxxvii.  (local  and  personal),  s.  165, 
gives  authority  to  commissioners  to  indict  any  person 
who  should  stop  or  impede  the  landing  places  or  rights 
of  way  [in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Bermondsey],  and  to 
take  such  other  proceedings  for  the  opening  thereof  as 
should  appear  to  the  commissioners  expedient. 

By  the  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Act^  18  & 
19  Vict^  c.  120,  s.  96,  vestries  are  to  execute  the  office 
of  surveyor  of  highways,  and  all  streets,  being  high- 
ways, are  placed  under  their  control.  The  1 19th  section 
empowers  vestries  to  remove  any  projection  or  obstruc- 
tion rendering  less  commodious  the  passage  along  any 
street  in  their  parish. 

This  act  was  amended  by  the  19  k  20  Vict.  c.  112, 
and  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  102. 

Mr.  Hobhause  and  Mr.  Surrage  for  the  Plaintifls. 
First  There  has  been  a  long  user,  from  which  a  dedi- 
cation to  the  public  may  be  presumed ;  Hugby  Charity 
V.  Merryweatfier  {a) ;  Woodyer  v.  Hadden{h)\  Rex  v. 
JAoyd^c);  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Leake  {d);  Reg.  v. 
Inhabitants  of  East  Mark  (e) ;  Reg.  v.  Petrie  {f). 
Secondly.  The  acts  of  parliament  give  the  vestry  a  right 
to  sue  irrespective  of  the  Attorney-General.  The  soil 
is  in  them,  and  they  are  made  custodians  of  the  public 

roads 

(a)  11  Bait,  375.  (d)  6  B.  ^  AdoL  469. 

(6)  5  Taunt.  125.  (e)  11  Q.  B.  877. 

(c)  1  Camp.  260.  (./)  4  El.  4  B.  737. 
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CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

a. certain  passage  from  the  street^  called   Bermondsey 

Wall,  to  the  river  Thames,  called  The  Ten  Foot  Way. 

The  Plaintiffs  insist  that  this  is  a  public  way,  whereas    fiBUMONotBY 

the  Defendant  insists  that  it  belongs  to  the  estate  in  v< 

Bermondsey  formerly  known  by  the-  name  of  Mrs.  Wests 

estate. 


The  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  case 
struck  me  early  in  the  course  of  Mr.  Hobhouse^s  argu- 
ment, viz.  that  if  this  way  is  claimed  as  a  public  way, 
the  suit  ought  to  have  been  instituted,  by  way  of  infor- 
mation, by  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General.  This  diffi- 
culty had  been  previously  felt  by  Mr.  Hothouse,  who 
endeavoured  to  overcome  it  by  referring  to  the  various 
local  and  public  acts  which  relate  to  this  matter,  and  espe- 
cially to  the  166th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  clxxvii, 
which  is  the  local  act  for  improving  the  parish  of  Ber- 
mondsey, and  which  enables  the  commissioners  thereby 
appointed  to  make  and  enforce  rules  for  the  use  and 
maintenance  of  landing  places,  and  for  indicting  per- 
sons who  stop  up  or  impede  the  same,  and  this,  Mr. 
Hobhotise  contended,  when  combined  with  the  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  120,  which  is  an  act  for  the  better  local  manage- 
ment of  the  metropolis,  together  with  the  act  passed, 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  104,  to  amend  that  act,  made  the  vestry 
of  Bermondsey  the  guardians  or  custodians  of  the  rights 
of  way,  and  enabled  them,  in  their  own  names,  to  sue 
or  prosecute  any  person  who  should  impede  or  destroy 
any  of  such  rights  of  way.  I  thought,  at  the  time,  and 
further  examination  of  the  act  of  parliament  has  con- 
firmed me  in  that  view,  that  it  was  not  intended,  by  these 
acts  or  by  any  clauses  to  be  found  in  them,  to  delegate 
to  the  commissioners  named  in  the  first  act,  or  to  the 
vestry  who  have  now  vested  in  them  the  powers  pos- 
sessed by  the  commissioners,  any  power  or  authority 
which  was  previously  vested  in  the  Attorney-General, 

and 
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Bbowh. 


1865.        and    that  accordirigly,  if   the   vestry  indidt   any   one 

^"^TY^i     under  thfet  act,  they  must  proceed  in  the  name  of  the 

BerWondset    Queen  before  a  grand  jury,  who  must  find  the  bill  before 

it  can  be  tried  ;  ahd  if  they  apply  to  chancery  on  behalf 

of  the  public,  they'  must  do  so  in  the  name   of  the 

Attorney-General  at  their  relation  and  with  his  sanction. 

As,  however,  I  was  very  desirous  not  to  determine 
the  question  between  the  parties  on  any  ground  founded 
on  the  frame  of  the  suit,  which  might  lead  to  Another 
being  instituted,  1  determined  to  hear  and  cbblsideir  the 
case,  as  if  it  had  been  brought  before  me  in  the  shape 
of  an  information  filed  by  her  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General,  at  the  relation  of  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of 
Bermondsey.  This  I  have  accordingly  done,  and,  afler 
reading  and  examining  all  the  evidence,  I  'fi'nd  that 
lilmost  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  on  both  dides,  both 
for  the  Plaintiff  as  well  as  that  for  the  Defendant, 
negatives  the  position  that  this  Ten  Foot  Way  was  ever 
dedicated  to  the  public;  and  that  what  little  evidence 
there  is,  which  is  not  of  this  cha'ra'cter,  but  is  in  favour 
of  a  general  use  by  the  public,  is  consistent  With  the 
opposing  evidetice,  or  is  explained  and  overpoWered  by 
the  evidence  negativing  the  public  right.  Thid  will,  I 
think,  appear  manifest  by  a  short  recapitulation  of  the 
history  of  this  Ten  Foot  Way^  and  the  Evidence  relating 
to  it. 


Up  to  the  year  1814,  this  way  had  no  exisf^efnce,  the 
place  where  it  now  is  was  covered  with  buildings,  (t 
seems,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  to  have  been  created  ih 
1818,  by  the  WeUSy  for  the  betiefit  of  their  tenants.  It 
is  first  mentioned  in  a  lease  for  eighty  yearb  to  Crafty 
in  October y  1818,  where  the  right  to  use  the  wky  fs 
included  in  his  demise  granted  by  the  owners  of  Mfs. 
Wests  estate  in  Bermondsey,     This  leiise  h  Btitrsub- 

aisting, 
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sistiog,  and  will  continue,  unless  merged,  till    1898. 

The  next  mentioD  of  it  is  in  a  lease  for  fiAy-one  years, 

granted,  under  a  power,  in   1821  by  Mr.   West,  the   Bermomdsey 

tenant  for  life  of  the  estate,  to   William  Rattenbury,       „  ^* 

.•11  t  .  I    M 1  1  .         Bbowm. 

wbicb  lease  contains  a  power  to  him  to  build  over  this 

way,  provided  the  breadth  of  it  be  allowed  to  remain  ten 

Ceet  and  the  height  nine  feet.    These  leases  negative 

any  dedication  to  the  public  at  that  time. 

The  general  user  of  this  Ten  Foot  Way  by  various 
persons  is  proved,  I  think,  since  1818  till  the  present 
time,  subject  to  the  observations  I  am  about  to 
ma&e ;  but  whether  it  has  been  used  by  any  other  than 
the  tenants  of  the  West  estate,  or,  if  so,  by  any 
persons  other  than  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Ber- 
mondsejff  is  nowhere  made  clear.  As  long,  therefore, 
as  the  lease  of  1821,  which  gave  authority  to  build  over 
it,  was  in  existence,  no  dedication  from  use  could  be 
presumed  against  the  owner  of  the  property.  In  July, 
1846,  ho.wever,  this  lease  was  merged  in  the  inheritance, 
and  it  is  contended  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  since  then 
there  has  been  a  constant  user  by  the  public,  from 
whence  this  dedication  is  to  be  presumed.  But  the 
evidence  given  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  themselves 
repudiates  all  inference  of  that  character,  for,  in  the 
same  year,  viz.,  1846,  when  the  lease  to  Rattenbury 
was  merged  in  the  inheritance,  the  Plaintiffs,  the  vestry, 
claimed  the  way  as  being  the  property  of  the  parish,  as 
opposed  to  and  distinct  from  any  dedication  to  the 
public.  Accordingly,  in  that  year,  they  put  up  a  board 
by  the  side  of  the  way  with  this  inscription  upon  it : — 

"JFVw  landing-UHxy,  belonging  to   the   Parish    of 
Bermandsey. 

"  Geo.  Hy.  Drew, 

"  Clerk  to  the  Vestryr 

This, 
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1865.        This,  it  is  obvious,  is  a  claim  of  the  way  as  of  a  pro- 
^•^^^^^^       perty  belonging  to  the  parish,  and  a  repudiation  of  the 
Bbrmomdbet   '^g'^^  o^  ^^^  public  to  use  it.     This  board  has  continued 
^'  up  to  the  time  of  filing  this  bill,  and  so  long  has  the  vestry 

claimed  the  property  as  the  exclusive  right  of  the  parish. 
If  this  evidence  were  ambiguous,  the  ambiguity  is  re- 
moved by  the  records  of  the  Plaintiffs  themselves,  for  so 
solicitous  was  the  parish  that  "  The  Ten  Foot  Wajf' 
should  be  considered  as  the  property  of  the  parish  and 
open  to  parishioners  only,  excluding  the  rest  of  the  public, 
that,  in  the  same  year,  the  surveyor  of  the  parish,  under 
the  authority  of  the  vestry,  given  on  the  14th  October, 
1845,  repaired  the  posts  and  rails  before  **  The  Ten  Foot 
Way/*  and  provided  locks  and  keys,  to  be  placed  with 
some  housekeeper  residing  near  the  way,  in  order  to 
secure  that  the  use  of  the  way  should  be  confined  to 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  and  this  order  was  re- 
peated in  the  following  month  of  December. 

Mr.  Riches*  affidavit,  which  is  precise  on  this  point, 
is  conclusive  against  any  admission  of  the  right  of  the 
public  to  use  the  way,  and  confines  the  use  of  it  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the   parish.      It  is  true  that   there  i&> 
evidence  that  from  1818  it  was  open,  and  that  till  184$ 
it  was  generally  used,  and  probably  by  any  one  that: 
pleased  to  do  so,  because  no  one  inquired  whether  the 
person  using  it  was  a  tenant  of  the  West  estate,  or  a 
stranger;  but  during  all  that  time  to  1845,  the  leases 
negative  any  dedication  to  the  public,  and  since  that 
year,  1845,  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiffs  negatives  it 
The  evidence  of  the  Defendant  establishes  that  up  to 
1845  it  was  a  private  right  belonging  to  the  owner  of 
the   West  estate,  and  since  that  time,  the  evidence  of 
the  Plaintiffs  insist  that  the   public  had  no  right   to 
it,  but  that  the  use  of  it  was  claimed  by  the  parish  of 
Bermondsey,  as  a  private  right  belonging  to  the  parish, 

and 
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and  to  be  used  by  parishionerB  alone.     And,  indeed, 

it  seems  to  me  as  if  the  same  feeling  was  now  prevalent 

in  the  vestry,  and  that  this  explains  why  they  alone  are    Bkrmondset 

the  Plaintiffs,  and  not  the  Attorney-General  on  behalf 

of  the  public. 

Now  I  certainly  do  not  doubt  that  a  parish  might 
possess,  as  private  property  belonging  to  the  parish, 
such  a  right  of  way  as  this  Ten  Foot  Way,  just  as  they 
might  possess  a  field ;  but,  if  so,  it  must  be  by  grant 
from  the  owner  of  it;  neither  do  I  doubt  that  after 
continuous  user  from  time  immemorial  by  parishioners, 
and  confined  strictly  to  parishioners  alone,  such  a 
grant  would,  in  the  absence  of  any  contrary  evi- 
dence, be  presumed.  But  a  dedication  to  a  parish, 
by  the  owner  of  the  soil,  of  a  right  of  way  cannot 
be  presumed;  a  dedication,  to  be  presumed  from 
uninterrupted  use,  can  only  be  presumed  in  favor  of 
the  public  generally,  and  not  in  favor  of  a  portion 
of  the  public^  as  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish.  This 
is  laid  down  in  Poole  v.  Huskinson  (a),  and  is  unques- 
tionable law.  That  case  also  established,  not  only  that 
no  such  dedication  can  be  presumed,  but  that  if  actually 
made,  it  is  simply  void.  That  case  is  important  in  other 
respects  also,  it  shews  that,  to  constitute  a  dedication  to 
the  public  by  the  owner  of  the  soil,  there  must  be  an 
intention  to  dedicate  on  his  part,  and  that  this  must  not 
be  rebutted  by  evidence  of  interruption  by  the  owner. 
Here  the  intention  to  dedicate  is  negatived  down  to 
1845,  by  the  existence  of  Rattenbury*s  lease,  it  is 
negatived  also  by  the  contents  of  Creak* s  lease,  which 
is  still  subsisting;  the  right  claimed  is  further  rebutted 
by  the  fact,  that  since  1845  the  public  have  not  used 
the  footway,   inasmuch    as    the    Plaintiffs   themselves 

have 
(a)  11  Mcet.^  W.S27, 
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1866.       have  prevented  the  public,  not  being  inhabitants  of  the 

^^^"^^^       parish  of  Bermondsey^  from  so  using  it,  and  have  set  op 

BcftMoNDtzT   ^  claim  for  it,  both  in  their  books  and  by  their  acts,  m 


Brown. 


being  the  private  property  of  the  parish. 


The  Defendant  has  built  over  it,  but,  in  doing  so,  he 
has  preserved  the  limits  pointed  out  by  the  lease  to 
Ratlenbury ;  so  doing  he  was  entitled  to  build  as  he 
has  done.  This  suit,  on  the  part  of  the  vestry,  wholly 
fails  on  the  merits,  besides  being  defective  in  the  frame 
of  it. 

The  bill  must,  therefore,  be  dismissed  with  coets. 


1866. 
Jan.  13,  17. 

A  tenant  for 
life  of  a  real 
estate  be- 
<|ueathed  all 
money  due  to 
him  on  mort- 
gage:—  Heldf 
that  a  charge 
on  the  estate 


EARL  POULETT  v.  HOOD. 

rflHE  testator  John  Earl  Poukttj  amongst  other  things, 
bequeathed  as  follows: — 


"Also  I  give  and  bequeath  to  A.  N.  Hood  and  W^ 

Speke,  all  monies  and  stock  which  I  may  have  or 

entitled  to,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  in  any  of  the — » 

wVich^^'tel!   public  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain,  and  all  num^^ 

utor  was  en-     which,  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  shall  be  due  or  owing  /C^ 

'^Ikhli  se-    «^  ^»  mortgage  from  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever-^ 

cured  by  means  and  also  all  money  which,  at  the  time  of  my  death,  shafts  I 

in  a  trustee,       ^  ^^^  ^^  Owing  to  me  from  Messrs.   Coutts  ^  CiP^^ 

did  not  pastas  Bankers,    London,    Messrs.    Child   %    Co,    Bankerfi^ 
a  mortgage.  " 

A  tenant  for  LondOMp 

life  directed  bis 

executors  to  pay,  out  of  a  particular  fund,  his  pecnniar^  legacies  and  annuities,  **mBd 
the  legacy  and  succession  duty  payable  for  the  same  or  va  consequence  of  his  death:"— 
HeU^  that  the  succession  duty  payable  by  the  next  remainderman,  under  a  prior  settis- 
ment  and  in  respect  of  family  estates  not  devised,  was  charged  on  the  fund. 
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London^  or  Stuckey*$  Banking  Company^  or  any  person 
or  persons  whomsoever  (except  the  said  rents),  upon 
trust  that  they,  my  said  trustees  or  trustee,  do  and  shall, 
thereout,  pay  the  said  several  pecuniary  legacies  and 
annuities  by  me  hereinbefore  given,  and  the  legacy  and 
succession  duty  payable  for  the  same  or  in  consequence  of 
iny  death,  and  all  my  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses."  He  directed  the  surplus  to  be  in- 
vested in  real  estates  to  be  settled  upon  the  same  trusts 
as  thereinbefore  expressed  and  declared  respecting  his 
residuary  and  real  estate,  thereinbefore  devised  by  him  in 
strict  settlement.  And  he  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  to  his  executors,  upon  trust  and  for 
the  benefit  of  his  nephew,  the  Plaintiff.  He  ap- 
pointed the  Defendants  A.  N.  Hood  and  TT.  Speke  exe- 
cutors in  trust  of  his  will. 


1806. 


Earl 

POUISTT 

«. 
Hood. 


The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  June,  1864. 

The  questions  now  arising  upon  the  testator's  will 
telated  to  his  interest  in  two  stittis  of  7,000/.  and  the  two 
sums  of  10,000/.  each,  charged  upon  the  family  estates, 
and  to  the  succession  duty  payable  in  performance  of 
the  above  trust. 


These  questions  depended  on  the  following  circum- 
stances, in  r^ard  to  the  position  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty:— 

The  testator  was  tenant  for  life  of  targe  family  estates 
in  Devonshire.  He  was  also  entitled,  as  representing 
two  deceased  sons,  to  two  portions  of  10,000/.  each, 
raisable  on  his  death  and  charged  on  the  same  estates. 
These  were  secured  by  a  t^rm  of  1,600  years,  vested  in 
thret^es  in  trust  to  raise  thcim  ''by  demi^,  sale  or  mort- 

The 
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The  testator  was  also  entitled,  absolutely,  to  the 
Fortune  of  his  wife  (who  was  still  living),  subject  to  her 
life  interest  therein.  This  consisted  oF  a  sum  of  7,000/., 
which  had  been  lent  to  the  testator  and  was  secured  on  a 
charge  on  the  Devonshire  estates,  to  which  charge  the 
testator  was  absolutely  entitled  and  was  made  redeem- 
able. This  charge  was  secured  by  another  term  of  500 
years,  vested  in  trustees. 

The  testator  was  entitled,  in  his  own  right,  to  a  mort- 
gage in  fee  of  some  property  in  Somersetshire. 

The  Plaintiff  {William  Henry  Earl  Poulett)  insisted, 
that  the  two  portions  of  10,000/.  passed  to  him  as  part 
of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  and  that  it  did  not  come 
within  the  specific  bequest  of  money  owing  ''to  me  on 
mortgage." 

The  Plaintiff  also  insisted,  that  the  7,000/.  charged  on 
the  Devonshire  estates  and  assigned  to  secure  the  fortune 
of  the  testator's  wife,  also  formed  part  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate,  and  was  not  comprised  within  the  be- 
quest of  money  due  on  mortgage. 

Sir  R.  Palmer  (Attorney-General)  and  Mr.  Faber  for 
the  Plaintiff.  These  sums  of  10,000/.,  10,000/.  and 
7,000/.  pass  under  the  residuary  bequest,  and  not  under 
the  specific  gift  of  money,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  due  to 
the  testator  on  mortgage  from  any  person  whatsoever. 
The  two  sums  of  10,000/.  were  charges  on  the  family 
estates,  but  they  were  in  no  eense  mortgages.  Mort- 
gages and  charges  are  quite  distinct  in  their  nature  and 
incidents.  A  mortgage  is  a  debt  due  from  the  mort- 
gagor, and  the  mortgagee  is  a  person  to  whom  the  estate 
has  been  conveyed  and  which  he  holds  until  payment, 
upon  which  he  is  bound  to  restore  it  and  be  redeemed. 

One 
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One  of  the  remedies  of  a  mortgagee  is  by  ejecting  and        1866. 
entry.     But  a  person  having  a  charge  has  no  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  estate  or  to  foreclose,  all  he  can 
do  is,  to  require  his  trustee   to  raise  the  charge   by 
sate  or  mortgage;  and  then  the  person  who  advances 
the  money,  and  not  the  trustee  or  the  owner  of  the 
charge,  becomes  the   mortgagee;    he  it   is   to   whom 
the  money  is  due  and  owing  on  the  mortgage,  and 
^bo  alone  is  entitled  to  a  mortgagee's  remedies,  and 
<ran  be  redeemed.    A  charge  is  no  debt  at  all,  but  an 
interest  carved  out  of  the  estate,  or  an  aliquot  portion 
«f  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  property  itself,  raisable 
^ut  of  it  but  not  due  ''from  any  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever*^   Again,  these  two  sums  were  not  due  and  owing 
Xo  the  testator  ''at  the  time  of  his  death;"  they  became 
^ue  afterwards,  and  were  subject  to  the  debts  of  the  sons. 

The  same  objections  apply  to  the  7,000/.  charge  on 
'the  estate  which  the  testator  has  mortgaged  to  secure 
lis  wife's  fortune,  and  of  which  the  testator  was  there- 
fore mortgagor,  and  not  mortgagee.  They  cited  Taylor 
'y.  Lord  Harewood{a)  ;  Oardiner  v.  Jellicoe{b). 

Mr.  E.  R.  Turner  for  the  Countess  Poulett. 

Mr*  Hohhouie  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson^  contrd,  for  the 
parties  entitled  in  remainder.  These  charges  pass  under 
the  specific  gift*  The  scheme  of  the  will  shews  that 
the  testator  intended  to  bequeath  all  monies  due  to 
him,  for  securing  which  the  estates  were  pledged,  and 
which,  in  ordinary  language,  are  termed  mortgages 
and  include  charges.  The  money  was  due  to  the  tes- 
tator, though  payable  through  the  trustee,  and  he  was 

entitled 

{a)  3  Hare^  372.  and  11  H.  of  L.  Cat.  323. 

(6)  12C.  B.  Rep.  (N.S.) SOS, 
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1866.  entitled  to  require  the  trustee  to  execute  a  mortgage  to 
^•^•^•^^  him  for  better  securing  it.  The  owner  of  the  estate 
PovLKTT      eould  not  get  rid  of  the  term  except  by  redemption. 

^*  Qnd  a  suit  to  redeem  would  be  the  proper  course  to 

liberate  the  estate. 


The  money  was  due  to  the  testator  at  his  death,  for 
the  portions  became  vested  in  the  sons  on  attaining 
twenty-one,  although  not  raisable  until  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life.  Each  charge  w^s  debitum  in  presenti  et 
solvendum  infuiuro. 

[The  Master  of  the  Roll^.  If  a  testator  charged 
his  real  estate  with  debts  and  legacies,  would  the  claims 
of  all  tlie  creditors  and  legatees  be  ippney  due  on  mort- 
gage?] 

Perhaps  not,  that  security  being  secondary ;  but  here 
the  substance  is  the  charge  upon  the  estate.  They  cited 
Phillips  V.  Eastwood  (a). 

Mr.  SoulhgaU  for  the  trustee  of  the  settlement. 

Sir  R.  Palmer  in  reply.  The  word  mortgage  must 
be  taken  in  its  ordinary  sense  ;  Slingsby  v.  Grainger  {b). 
Here  there  is  no  personal  charge  or  any  one  from  whom 
it  is  due,  and  the  term  to  raise  the  charge  did  not 
arise  until  the  testator's  death.  It  is  said  that  this  is 
practically  a  mortgage,  because  the  owner  can  re4eem ; 
but  the  test  of  being  a  mortgf^ge  is  the  right  to  fore- 
closure, and  to  retain  the  estate  itself  if  not  paid-  This 
right  the  owner  of  a  charge  does  not  possess. 


The 

(«)  Uoyd  4  G.  temp,  Sug.  270.  (6)  7  H.  of  L.  Cat.  273. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

A  simple  statement  oF  the  circumstances  will  shew 
that  the  7,0002.  cannot  come  within  the  words  of  this 
bequest.— [His  Lordship  stated  the  facts.] — It  is  clear 
that  this  sum  of  7,000/.  was  not  a  mortgage  due  to  the 
testator.  So  far  as  it  was  a  mortgage  at  all,  it  was  a 
mortgage  due  from  him  ;  he  had  borrowed  the  9,0172. 
Consols  from  the  trustees,  and  mortgaged  7,0002.  (part 
of  a  36,0002.  charge)  to  secure  it :  ultimately  the  trusts 
of  both  properties  vested  in  the  testator  absolutely. 
He  secured  the  money  advanced  by  the  trustees  by  a 
mortgage;  ultimately  th^  money  so  secured  to  tlie 
trustees  became  his  own ;  but  he  could  not  be  said  to 
owe  a  sum  to  himself.  In  fact,  the  7,0002.  positively 
disappears ;  be  secured  it  to  the  trustees,  who  in  return 
were  bound  to  pay  it  to  his  estate.  Therefore,  with 
respect  to  the  7,0002.,  I  do  not  think  any  question 
arises* 

As  to  the  other  two  sums,  there  is  some  question 
about  them. — [His  Lordship  stated  the  circumstances 
relating  to  them.] — I  think  that  the  words  of  the  will 
do  not  include  these  charges.  The  first  observation, 
which  occurs  on  it,  is  this  :— that  the  words  of  the  will 
do  not  strictly  and  technically  include  charges.  The 
words  are,  money  **  due  or  owing  to  me  on  mortgage  from 
any  person."  It  is  clear  that  this  was  not  money  due  to 
the  testator  from  any  person  on  mortgage,  and  that  there 
was  no  personal  liability  of  any  one.  It  was  argued,  that 
some  one  mast  be  liable,  because  no  one  could  get  the 
cMtate  without  paying  the  charge  ;  but  that  is  not  so ; 
the  charge  is,  in  truth,  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  land 
itself. 

It  is,  I  think,  important  to  consider  the  difTerence  be- 
tween the  rights  of  a  mortgagee  and  a  person  having  a 

charge. 
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charge.  I  suggested  the  case  ofa  testator  who  left  legacies, 
which  he  charged  on  his  real  estate,  and  the  Attorney- 
General  added  the  case  of  a  charge  of  debts.  I  asked, 
**  would  every  one  of  the  legatees  or  creditors  be  called 
mortgagees  on  the  property,  or  could  it  with  propriety 
be  said  that  money  was  due  to  them  on  mortgage  ?" 
They  have,  it  is  true,  a  charge  on  the  estate,  and  nobody 
can  take  it  from  them  without  paying  them  the  charge ; 
but  the  effect  merely  is,  that  a  portion  of  the  property 
is  made  a  security  for  their  charges. 

If  a  perpetual  annual  rent-charge  were  payable  oat 
of  the  property,  as  in  Western  v.  Macdermot  (a),  could 
any  one  say  that  the  person  entitled  to  the  rent  was 
a  mortgagee  of  the  property,  or  that,  if  he  had  be- 
queathed all  money  due  to  him  on  mortgage,  this  rent- 
charge  would  have  passed  ?  It  would  be  impossible  so 
to  hold,  and  I  find  it  impossible  to  distinguish  between 
such  an  annual  rent-charge  and  a  gross  charge  of 
10,000/,  except  that  one  is  payable  annually,  and  the 
other  at  one  fixed  period. 

A  charge  has  none  of  the  qualities  of  a  mortgage ; 
it  is  not  subject  to  redemption  or  foreclosure;  and  if  to« 
fail  in  paying  it,  the  estate  would  not  become  absolote. 
A  charge  must,  first  of  all,  be  converted  into  m  mort* 
gage,  by  the  institution  of  a  suit,  in  which  it  is  raised 
by  mortgage,  and  you  thus  substitute  a  mortgage  fcr  a 
charge.     That  shews  that  a  charge  is  not  a  mortgage. 


I   thought   it  important  to  consider  whether 
was,  in  fact,  any  property  of  the  testator  to  which  Ae 
term  **  mortgage  ^  applied,  because  in  PkUMpt  ▼.  Fwf 
wood{b),  where  Lord  Si.  Leonards  heM  a  pohcj  to  he 
a  debenture,  he  laid  stress  on  the  circQmstaDoe  of  ' 
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(M  U^AG't:^ 


Another  question  arose  in  this  case  under  the  follow* 
ing  circumstances: — 

The  testator,  John  Earl  Pouletl,  was  merely  tenant 
for  life  of  the  family  estates,  which,  upon  his  death,  in 
1864,  descended  on  his  nephew  the  Plaintiff  William 
Henry  Earl  Poulett  as  tenant  for  life,  by  virtue  of  a  re- 
settlement of  the  estates  made  in  1853,  to  which  the 
testator  was  a  party. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  desired  the  trustee  to  pay 
VOL.  xxxY — II.  R  legacies 
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not  being  any  other  articles  or  things  belonging  to  the  1866. 
testator  in  existence  which  would  satisfy  the  words  of 
the  will.  Here  I  find  the  testator  had  a  mortgage  due 
to  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  therefore 
satisfies  the  words  of  the  will ;  and  although  I  do  not 
think  that  that  alone  should  determine  the  case,  still  I 
think  that  it  is  an  ingredient,  because  it  destroys  this 
argument : — that  the  words  would  be  unmeaning  if  not 
applied  to  a  charge. 

The  only  other  argument  is  derived  from  the  nature 
and  scope  of  the  will ;  but  that  argument  tells  both  ways, 
and  I  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  will  to  shew 
the  necessity  of  doing  any  violence  to  the  words  used, 
which  naturally  import  and  are  confined  to  a  mortgage, 
and  do  not  extend  beyond  it 

I  do  not  mean  tp  give  any  opinion  upon  the  construe* 
tion  of  the  word  *'  mortgage*'  as  used  in  Locke  King's 
Act  (17  &  18  Fic^c.  116). 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  7,000/.,  7,000/.  and  10,000/. 
did  not  pass  under  the  word  ''  mortgage,*'  but  under  the 
residuary  clause. 
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IB@S.  legacies  and  annuities  ''end  the  legacy  and  succession 
duty  payable  for  the  same  -or  in  consequence  of  Us  death,** 
and  all  just  debts,  &c. 

The  Plaintiff  insisted,  that  the  trust  for  paymcDt  of 
the  legacy  and  succession  duty  payable  upon  his  peca- 
niary  legacies  and  annuities,  or  in  consequence  of  Us 
death,  out  of  the  funds  therein  mentioned,  extended  to 
the  payment  of  the  succession  duty  chargeable  against 
the  Plaintiff,  as  well  in  respect  of  his  life  interest  in  the 
estates  comprised  in  the  said  settlement  of  1863,  to  which 
the  Plaintiff  succeeded  under  the  limitations  of  that  settie- 
mera  upon  tlie  death  of  the  testator,  as  in  respect  of  the 
estates  for  life  and  \n  fee  in  the  hereditaments  and  pre* 
mises  devised  to  him  by  the  will  of  the  testator. 

Sir  -R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Faber  for  the  Plaintiff.  The 
testator  has  exonerated  the  family  settled  estates  from 
paying  the  succession  duty;  the  words  are  distinct,  and 
the  succession  duty  became  payabk  in  consequence  of 
his  death. 

Mr.  Hothouse  and  Mr.  Pearson^  contrh.  The  ex- 
pression, payable  in  consequence  of  his  death,  must  have 
some  limit.  If  the  estate  had  gone  over  to  a  stranger, 
instead  of  to  the  testator's  nephew,  could  he  possibly  have 
intended  the  succession  duty  to  fell  on  his  own  estate? 
It  is  not  reasonable  to  impute  to  the  testator  an  inteDtioii 
of  paying  the  duty  on  anything  but  what  he  disposed 
of  by  his  will. 

Sir  R.  Palmer  in  reply.  The  case  of  a  stranger  is 
imaginary;  here  the  testator  himself  created  the  succes- 
sion by  the  settlement  and  he  therefore  knew  of  it. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  *^^^- 

As  to  the  succession  duty,  I  think  it  is  payable 
out  of  the  fund,  for  if  I  did  not  so  hold,  I  must  strike  the 
words  '^in  consequence  of  my  death'*  out  of  the  will. 
Why  must  I  strike  out  these  words?  The  testator  directs 
the  BQCcession  duty  payable  for  the  legacies  and  annui- 
ties. If  he  intended  that  only,  why  did  he  not  stop  there; 
he  need  not  go  further?  But  he  proceeds  ''or  in  conse- 
quence of  my  death."  It  involves  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
perty imder  the  will  or  otherwise  on  succeeding  to  the 
estates* 

The  words  are  perfectly  plain  and  distinct  and  must 
have  their  natural  meaning,  and  I  must  hold  that  all  the 
legacy  and  succession  duty  is  payable  out  of  the  fund. 


1865. 
Dec.  6,  7. 

WESTERN  V.  MACDERMOT.  1866. 

Jan.  12. 

rpHE  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  respectively  the  If  the  owner 

owners  of  two  houses,  numbered  10  and  9,  front-  ^enS  houtes 

ipg  towards  Brock  Street^  in  the  city  of  JBaM,  and  throws  out  a 

with  gardens  at  the  back  or  south  side.   They  both  over-  ^gar,  of  the 

k)oked,  on  the  garden   side   and   towards  the  south,  J®^^/.l^  *'?**} 

Victoria  Park,  formerly  called  King's  Mead  Furlong,     space  opposite 

I      being  open), 
'-"  his  next  door 
neighbour 
cannot,  on  the  ground  of  an  interference  with  his  ancient  h'ghts,  prevent  it.     But  it 
would  be  a  sufficient  injury,  if  contrary  to  an  express  covenant,  to  induce  the  Court  to 
interfere. 

A,  conveys  a  plot  of  land  to  B,  in  fee,  and  remains  owner  in  fee  of  an  adjoining 
plot.  A.  and  B.  for  themselves,  their  heirs  and  assigns  enter  into  reciprocal  covenants 
against  building  on  their  respective  plots : —  Held  that,  whether  these  covenants  run  with 
the  land  or  not,  all  persons  claiming  undpr  A,  or  B.  are  bound  by  the  covenants. 
This  Court  will  not  interfere  io  the  case  of  a  mere  nominal  breach  of  covenant. 
Acquiescence  in  one  breach  of  covenant,  not  considered  material,  will  not  prevent 
the  covenantee  complaining  of  another  breach  which  afiects  the  value  of  his  property. 

r2 
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1865.  In  July^  1864,  the  Defendant  Afacdermot  commenced 

'^'^^      erecting,  at  the  back  of  his  house.  No.  9,  a  circular  bow 
V.  or  projection,  which  extended  towards  the  garden  about 

Macdermot.  eighteen  feet  from  the  back  walls  of  the  line  of  houses, 
and  which  was  intended  to  be  raised  from  the  basement 
to  the  attics.  The  Plaintiff,  his  next  door  neighbour, 
conceiving  this  to  be  an  infringement  on  his  rights, 
instituted  this  suit,  in  August ^  1864,  to  prevent  his  pro- 
ceeding in  the  alteration  of  the  back  of  his  house.  The 
Plaintiff  insisted  that  the  proposed  building  would 
obstruct  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  his  house ;  and 
he  also  insisted,  that  such  a  building  would  be  a  viola- 
tion of  contracts  entered  into  by  previous  owners,  and 
by  which  the  Defendant  was  bound.  The  title  both  of 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  was  derived  from  one 
common  source,  in  the  following  manner : — 

By  indentures  of  the  20th  of  December,  1866,  Sir 
Benet  Oarrard  conveyed  to  John  Wood,  in  fee,  a  plot 
of  ground  on  which  Brock  Street  was  afterwards  built, 
reserving  a  perpetual  rent-charge  of  2202.  Wood 
covenanted  to  erect  the  houses,  and  Sir  Benet  Garrard, 
for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  covenanted  with 
Wood,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  not  to  erect  any  building 
on  King*s  Mead  Furlong,  or  to  allow  any  trees  thereon 
exceeding  eight  feet  high. 

By  indenture  of  the  16th  and  J6th  of  May,  1767, 
John  Wood  and  Sir  Benet  Oarrard  granted  the  house 
No.  9,  and  the  garden,  &c.,  to  John  Freeman,  in  fee, 
subject  to  an  apportioned  ground  rent  of  8/.  85.  payable 
to  Sir  Benet  Garrard.  And  Freeman,  for  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  (amongst  other  things),  covenanted 
with  Sir  Benet  and  Wood,  and  each  of  them,  their  and 
each  of  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  the  garden  wall, 
on  the  south,  should  not  exceed  the  level  of  the  parlour 
floor,  *'and  that   there   should   be  no  trees   nor  any 

buildings 
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buildings  whatever  in  the  garden  that  should  exceed  that 
height."  Sir  Benel,  on  his  part,  covenanted  not  to  allow 
any  building  on  the  King's  Mead  Furlong. 

By  mesne  conveyances.  No.  9  became  vested  in  the 
Defendant  MacdermoL 

By  an  indenture  of  the  23rd  of  May,  1767,  Sir  Benet 
Garrard  and  Wood  conveyed  to  Rodbum,  in  fee,  the 
adjoining  house,  No.  10,  mutatis  mutandis,  in  the  same 
form,  and  they  and  Rodburn  entered  into  covenants 
with  each  other  in  the  same  form  as  those  in  the  con- 
veyance to  Freeman. 

By  mesne  conveyances,  No.  10  became  vested  in  the 
Plaintiff  Western. 

The  rent  charge  of  8Z.  8«.  payable  in  respect  of  No.  9 
was  now  vested  in  the  Defendant  Tite,  he,  however, 
did  not  object  to  the  Defendant's  proceeding,  and  was 
made  a  Defendant. 

It  is  necessary  to  state  another  circumstance,  which 
was  relied  on  by  the  Defendant  Macdermot,  which  was, 
that,  in  the  Plaintiff's  garden,  there  were  trees  above  the 
prescribed  height,  but  they  had  all  (except  a  mulberry 
tree)  been  reduced,  from  time  to  time,  within  the  pre- 
scribed height.  [See  this  stated  more  fully  in  the  judg- 
ment, post,  page  254.] 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Hohhouse  and  Mr.  Haddon  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief,  first,  on  the  ground 
that  the  building  which  the  Defendant  is  erecting  will 

interfere 


Macobrmot. 


246 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1865. 
Wbstbrh 

V. 

Macdermot, 


interfere  with  the  Plaintiff's  easement  and  obslroct  bis 
ancient  lights  and  the  air. 

Secondly,  on  the  ground  of  contract,  for  the  covenant 
of  Freeman  runs  with  the  land  and  binds  all  those 
claiming  under  him.  Freeman  covenanted  with  Wood 
and  his  assigns,  and  the  Plaintiff  is,  as  assignee  of 
Wood,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  covenant*  The 
covenantee  has,  with  the  house,  assigned  the  benefit  of 
the  covenant ;  Child  v.  Douglas  (a).  Even  if  the  cove- 
nant does  not  run  with  the  land,  and  if  there  be  no 
privity  between  the  parties,  still  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  relief;  Talk  v.  Moxhay  (i) ;  The  Duke  of  Bedford 
v.  The  Trustees  of  the  British  Museum  (c) ;  Kemp  v. 
Sober  {d). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and   Mr.   C  Hall  for  the  Defendant 
There  must  be  some  substantial  damage  to  induce  the 
Court  to  interfere;  Elmhurst  v.  Spenur{e)\  Attomey- 
General  v.  Sheffield  Gas  Consumers^  Company  (f);  and 
none  has  been  proved.    The  effect  of  a  bay-window  to** 
the  next  house  is  too  trivial  to  speak  of;  it  may  slightly^ 
interfere  with  the  view,  and  enable  persons  to  overlook^^ 
their  neighbours'  gardens,  or  slightly  obstruct  the  side^    ^^ 
view,  but  these  are  matters  as  to  which  this  Court  ha^    .i^ 
never,  as  yet,  interfered  ;  Clarke  v.  Clarke  (g) ;  DurrelC^SM 
V.  Pritchard  (A). 

Secondly.  There  is  no  contract  or  privity  between  m^ 
the  parties  to  this  suit.  To  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  ^^^ 
relief,  he  must  claim  under  some  covenant  running  with  mtk 
the  land,  and  he  must  represent  the  covenantor.  Here  ^^b 
there  is  no  reversion,  and  Mr.  l\te  represents  Sir  Beiut     ^^'^ 

Garrard^  ^^ 


(a)  1  Kay,  560. 
{b)  11  Btav,b7\yand  2  FhiL 
774. 
(c)  2  MyL  if  K.  552. 
(rf)  1  Sim.(N.S,)5\7, 


(e)  2  Mac.  Sf  G.  45. 
(/')  3i>0G.,  31.4^.304. 
(g)  1  Law  Rep,  iJp.)  16. 
(h)  13  Law  T.  545. 
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Oarrardf  and  aBeents  to  the  alteratioD.     Again,  there 

was  no  reversion  npoa  the  conyeyance  in  fee,  and  (as  was 

said  in  a  recent  case  in  the  Exchequer)  you  cannot 

subject  a  fee  simple  with  new  burthens  not  known  to   MAeDuutoT. 

the  law. 

The  Plaintiff  has  constantly  ioFringed  the  opposite 
covenanty  by  permitting  treea  of  too  great  a  height  to 
grow  ift  his  garden^  He,  therefore,  cannot  now  com- 
plain, having  acquiesced  in  a  deviation  from  the  original 
plan ;  Roper  v.  Williams  (a) ;  Child  v.  Douglas  (b) ;  and 
he  mttst  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  a  waiver  of  the 
obligations* 

Lastly,  all  the  other  owners  of  houses  in  the  street  are 
interested  in  this  question,  and  the  suit  ought,  therefore, 
to  have  been  instituted  on  behalf  of  them  all,  Thompson 
V.  Hahtwill(e\  ia  oisder  that  the  question  might  be 
effectually  settled  in  one  suit 

They  also  referred  to  Eastwood  v.  Lener  {d). 

Mr.  Haddan,  in  reply,  cited  Whatman  v.  Oibson  («), 
^nd  argued  that  the  covenants  were  reciprocal. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

1866. 
This  suit  was  instituted  in  August,  1864,  to  restrain      Jan.  12. 

%be  Defendant  from  proceeding  with  a  building  in  the 

I'ear  of  his  house  in  Brock  Street,  in  the  city  of  Bath, 

*rhe  Plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  No.  10  in  Brock  Street^ 

^nd  the  Defendant  is  owner  of  No.  9.    The  building 

complained  of  is  a  bow  or  circular  projection,  extending 

from 

(fl)  TWm.  4-  E.  18.  (c)  11  Jtir.  732. 

{b)  I  Ka^,  560,  and  5  Dt  G.,  id)  33  Law  J.  (CA.)  355. 

If.  4  O.  789.  («)  9  Sim.  196. 
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from  the  basement  to  the  attic  of  No.  9,  the  extreme 
depth  of  which  is  eight  feet.     It  is  made  on  the  rear  of 
the  house  No.  9,  the  aspect  of  which  is  south,  and  it 
Macdermot.  extends  into  the  space  or  garden  at  the  rear. 

No  time  was  lost  by  the  Plaintiff  in  endeavouring  to 
stop  this  erection ;  the  excavation  for  the  building  was 
begun  in  July^  1864,  when  the  Plaintiff  was  in  Wales; 
he  returned  on  the  27th  of  that  month,  on  the  ]st  of 
August  following,  he  obtained  from  the  Defendant's 
clerk  of  the  works,  information  of  what  he  intended  to 
do.  On  the  4th  of  August^  1864,  the  Plaintiff  caused 
a  proper  notice  to  desist  to  be  served  upon  the  De- 
fendant, and,  on  the  10th  of  August ^  1864,  the  Plaintiff 
filed  this  bill  and  applied  for  an  injunction.  This  was 
heard  before  the  Vice-Chancel  lor  Sir  Richard  T.  Kiu" 
dersley  on  the  18th  of  August,  when  an  arrangement 
was  effected,  by  which  the  Defendant  was  allowed  to 
continue  his  building,  upon  his  entering  into  an  under- 
taking with  the  Court  to  pull  down  the  whole,  or  as 
much  as  the  Court  should  direct,  in  case  it  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  was  not  justified  in 
making  the  building  in  question. 

On  the  undertaking  being  given,  the  building  was 
permitted  to  go  on,  and  has  accordingly  been  completed. 
The  case,  being  brought  to  a  hearing,  was  fully  argued 
before  me  on  the  6th  of  last  month,  with  very  full  evi- 
dence on  both  sides.  The  case,  however,  depends  but 
little  on  the  evidence ;  nor  is  the  evidence,  though  it 
varies  in  some  respect,  what  can  be  called  contradictory, 
and  even,  in  such  parts  as  are  not  quite  in  unison,  the 
evidence  is  illustrated  and  controlled  or  connected  by 
several  admirable  photographic  delineations,  which  have 
enabled  me  accurately  to  understand  the  extent  of  the 
inconvenience  occasioned  by  the  present  erection,  aud 

also 
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also  the  extent  of  the  previous  violations  by  the  Plain- 
tiff himself  of  the  covenant  which   he   now  seeks  to 
enforce,  and  on  which  disregarded  violation  the  De- 
fendant partly  relies,  and  to  which  I   shall  presently    Macdbrmot. 
advert  in  greater  detail. 

This  remark  however  may  properly  be  made  at  once, 
in  order  to  clear  the  ground  for  the  consideration  of  the 
real  question,  viz.  that  this  suit  could  not,  in  my  opinion, 
have  been  maintained  on  the  ground  of  obscuring  ancient 
lights.  If  the  owner  of  one  of  several  houses  in  a  row 
should  throw  out  a  bow  at  the  rear,  the  extreme  depth  of 
which  at  the  centre  of  the  circumference  is  eight  feet, 
where  the  whole  space  was  open,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  next-door  neighbour  could  not  complain  of  this  being 
such  an  injury  to  him  as  he  was  entitled  to  stop.  But, 
at  the  same  time,  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  evidence, 
that,  notwithstanding  this,  the  injury  done  to  the  two 
adjoining  houses  is  substantial.  In  the  case  of  the 
Plaintiff  it  intercepts  the  early  rays  of  the  sun,  and  it  also 
partially  obstructs  the  view  from  his  window,  and  I  have 
DO  doubt  that  it  would  make  his  house,  and  the  house 
on  the  other  side,  less  preferable  than  the  others  in  the 
row,  and  lower  their  value  in  the  market,  to  an  appre- 
ciable, though  probably  not  a  very  considerable,  extent. 

The  case  does  not  therefore  depend  upon  the  doctrine 
of  this  Court  relative  to  obscuring  of  ancient  lights, 
Dor  indeed  is  it  so  put  by  the  Plaintiff;  his  case  is,  that 
with  the  house  he  bought  the  benefit  of  a  covenant, 
which  prevented  the  owner  of  the  piece  of  ground  on 
which  No.  9  and  also  all  the  other  houses  in  the  row 
are  built,  from  making  any  such  building  as  that  now 
complained  of.  The  original  existence  of  such  a  cove- 
nant is  established,  and  indeed  is  not  denied  ;  but  the 
Defendant  contends,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 

claim 


i 


23Q  CASES  ih  CHANGE&T. 

1866w        claim  the  benefit  of  that  coveoaat  on  several  grounds^ 
which  1  shall  preseDtly  menticm. 

The  history  of  the  title  is  this: — In  December,  1766, 
Sir  Benet  Garrard  sold  to  John  Wood,  in  fee,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  perpetual  rent  charge  of  225/.,  various 
parcels  of  land  in  the  city  of  JSath,  whereon  have  since 
been  built  the  Royal  Crescent,  Church  Street,  MiU 
Street,  the  south  side  of  Brock  Street  (in  which  the 
houses  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  are  situated),  and 
the  gardens  at  the  back  of  these  houses,  and  also  a  piece 
of  land  adjoining  thereto,  which  now  is  a  portion  of 
Victoria  Park,  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry  to 
Sir  Benet  Garrard  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  rent 
charge,  and  Mr.  Wood  covenanted,  for  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns^  with  Sir  Benet  Oarrard,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  pay  the  rent  charge,  and  also,  within  ten 
years,  to  build  houses  according  to  the  descriptioa 
therein  contained.  The  indenture  then  provided  for  the 
apportionment  of  the  rent  charge  at  four  shillings  per  foot 
frontage,  and  the  indenture  also  contained  a  covenant 
by  Sir  Benet  Garrard  to  this  effect : — [See  ante^p.  244.] 
On  the  22nd  and  23rd  Atay,  1767,  certain  other  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release  were  duly  executed  between 
John  Wood  and  Thomas  Brock  (who  was  a  party  to  the 
first-mentioned  indenture  as  John  Woodts  trustee  to  bar 
dower)  of  the  first  part.  Sir  Benet  Garrard  of  the  second 
part,  and  Clutrles  Redbum  and  John  Fielder  (a  trustee 
for  Charles  Redbum)  of  the  third  part.  By  it  John 
Wood  and  his  trustee  Thom€u  Brock  conveyed  to  Charles 
Redbum  and  his  trustee  John  Fielder  all  that  plot  oP 
ground  now  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Plaintiff  has  proved  his  title  firom  Redbmm,  and 
is  now  owner  of  the  house  No.  10  in  Brock  Street,  sotjeGf 
to  the  covenants  and  provrsoee  I  have  stated,  provided 
these  covenants  are  now  in  force. 

By 
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By  iodeutures  of  15th  and  16th  May  in  the  same 
year  C1767),  a  aimilar  conveyance  was  made  by  Mr.       ^-""v-^^ 
Wood  and  Sir  Bentt  Garrard  to  a  person  of  the  name  ^ 

of  Freeman,  of  the  messuage  and  land  on  which  the  Macdbbmot. 
bouse  of  the  Defendant  stands,  now  known  as  No.  9, 
Brock  Street.  The  Defendant  claims  through  Freeman 
and  bolda  the  house  No.  9,  Brock  Street,  subject  to  the 
same  provisoes  and  covenants  as  are  contained  in  the 
indentures  of  22nd  and  23rd  May,  1767,  provided  that 
these  covenants  are  now  in  force. 


The  first  question  raised  by  the  Defendant  is,  assum- 
ing the  covenant  to  be  now  in  force  and  assuming  also 
that  the  Plaintiff  i&  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  whether 
what  the  Defendant  has  done  is  any  breach  of  the  cove* 
nanty  and  accordingly  he  adduces  some  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  projection  in  question  is  not  built  on  the  garden 
in  the  rear  of  the  house,  but  upon  an  area,  which,  from 
the  earliest  time  that  we  have  any  trace  of  the  construc- 
tion of  this  bouse,  existed  between  the  house  as  originally 
built  and  the  garden  in  the  rear  of  it  I  am  of  opinion 
this  contention  fails.  I  think  that  the  plain  meaning  of 
the  covenant  contained  in  the  deed  is,  that  no  building 
shall  be  raised  on  the  land  lying  to  the  south  side  or  to 
the  rear  thereof  of  the  houses,  above  the  level  of  the 
parlour  floor,  whether  this  space  was  used  as  a  garden 
or  whether  it  was  all  paved  and  called  an  ai*ea  or  a  court 
yard  or  by  any  other  designation.  The  depth  of  the 
houses  seems  to  have  been  fixed  at  forty  feet,  and  they 
are  aU  made  uniform  in  this  respect,  and  the  covenant 
applies  to  all  alike. 


The  next  most  important  matter  urged  in  defence  is, 
that  this  is  no  personal  covenant  entered  into  by  the  De- 
fendant, and  that  if  it  be  a  covenant  running  with  the 
land,  then  that  the  Defendant  has,  for  the  building  he 

has 
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has  half  made,  the  consent  of  the  covenantee  Mr.  T^te, 
who  is  the  person  in  whom  the  perpetual  rent  charge 
issuing  out  of  the  house  No.  9  is  now  vested. 

It  was  principally  for  the  purpose  of  considering  this 
question,  that  I  reserved  my  judgment  iu  this  case;  but 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  defence  also  fails.  I  think  it 
unnecessary  to  determine  whether  this  is,  technically 
speaking,  a  covenant  that  runs  with  the  land,  but  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  a  subsisting  covenant  and  that  the  Plain- 
tiff has  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  this  covenant,  and  that 
the  owner  of  the  rent  charge  for  the  time  being  issuing 
out  of  the  land  has  no  power  to  release  or  to  discharge 
it.  The  owner  of  every  adjoining  tenement  is  also  bound 
by  the  same  covenant,  and  is  subject  to  the  obligation 
to  perform  it.  The  covenant  by  which  the  Defendant  is 
bound  is  a  covenant  entered  into  by  Freeman,  under 
whom  the  Defendant  claims  the  messuage  he  holds,  by 
which  Freeman  bound  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  by 
covenant  entered  into  with  Sir  Benet  Garrard  and  John 
Wood  and  each  of  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  no  build- 
ing whatever  in  the  garden  attached  to  the  house  No.  9 
should  exceed  the  level  of  the  parlour  floor.  The  De- 
fendant is  the  assignee  of  Freeman^  and  the  Plaintift'  is 
the  assignee  of  Sir  Benet  Garrard  and  of  John  Wood. 


I  am  of  opinion,  that  neither  Sir  Benet  Garrard  nor 
John  Wood,  after  assigning  the  messuage  No.  10  to  the 
PlaintiflT,  or  to  those  who  have  since  assigned  to  the 
Plaintiff  subject  to  these  covenants,  or  who  have  trans- 
ferred the  benefit  of  them  to  the  Plaintiff,  could,  as 
against  the  adjoining  owners,  release  the  covenant  or 
discharge  the  Defendant  from  his  liability  to  perform 
it.  Some  technical  arguments  may  be,  and  have  been, 
raised  upon  the  form  in  which  the  covenant  is  entered 
into  with  the  covenantees;  but,  in  my  opinion,  they  do 

not 
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notaflTeci  the  substance  of  the  question.  I  consider  it  1866. 
clear,  that  if  immediately  after  the  conveyance  of  the 
15th  and  16th  of  May,  1716,  to  Freeman,  Mr.  Wood 
had  attempted,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  Sir  Benet  MAcoBayoT 
Garrard,  to  build  over  the  whole  of  the  garden  of  the 
messuage  No.  10,  Mr.  Freeman  could  have  prevented 
that  act,  and  next  that  this  Court  would  have  granted 
an  injunction  for  that  purpose.  I  am  also  of  opinion, 
that  the  same  right  belonged  to  Mr.  Rodham,  e  con- 
verso,  after  the  indenture  of  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  Mai/, 
1767,  and  that  this  reciprocal  right  and  obligation  is 
handed  down  from  successor  to  successor  indefinitely, 
so  that  every  one  that  receives  a  substantial  injury  by 
the  breach  thereof  is  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  this 
Court  for  redress. 

I  use  the  words  '^  substantial  injury,"  because  it  is,  I 
think,  clear  that  a  mere  nominal  breach  of  the  covenant, 
which  inflicted  no  injury  at  all,  would  not  justify  this 
Court  in  interfering,  which  would,  in  that  case,  leave 
the  parties  to  their  remedy  at  law  to  obtain  such  com- 
pensation as  they  might  be  entitled  to.  But  I  have 
already  observed,  that  the  conclusion  which  I  have 
arrived  at  upon  the  evidence  is,  that  the  circular  pro- 
jection of  No.  9,  to  the  extent  of  eight  feet  in  the  centre, 
is  a  substantial  injury  t9  the  owner  of  the  house  No.  10, 
affecting  to  an  appreciable  extent  his  comfort,  and  also 
the  value  of  his  property. 

This  immediately  introduces  the  consideration  of 
another  ground  of  defence,  which  is  prominently 
brought  forward  by  the  Defendant  in  answer  to  the 
Plaintiff's  case,  which  is,  that  this  covenant  has,  by 
common  consent,  been  wholly  disregarded  by  the 
parties  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  including  the 
Plaintiff  himself.    This  defence  consists  principally  in 

the 
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1866.  ^^6  fact,  that  trees  from  eight  to  forty  feet  in  height 
have,  for  many  yeare^  been  growing  and  are  now 
gtanding  on  the  lands  formerly  called  King's  Mead 
Furlong^  and  that,  along  the  sonlhern  and  western 
boundary  of  King's  Mead  Furlong^  cottages  have  been 
built  and  are  now  standing,  and  that  this  has  been 
acquiesced  in  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  his  predecessors. 
That  besides  this,  trees  and  shrubs  from  eight  to  forty 
feet  have  been  growing  and  are  now  standing  in  the 
garden  of  other  houses,  forming  the  south  side  of  Brock 
Street^  and  that,  in  particular,  the  Plaintiff  hioiself  had 
a  fig  tree,  a  thorn  and  a  mulberry  tree  in  hie  garden 
which  towered  above  the  level  prescribed  by  the  cove- 
nant, and  that  though  the  fig  tree  and  the  thorn  have 
been  lopped  down  to  the  prescribed  level,  since  the  in- 
stitution of  this  suit,  the  mulberry  tree  still  continues  to 
lift  its  head  above  the  level  to  which  it  is  limited  by  the 
covenant.  In  my  opinion,  this  defence  is  also  in^ 
effectual.  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  these  trees 
are  an  injury  at  all  to  any  of  the  houses  in  Stock 
Street,  or  that  this  Court  would  have  granted  an  in- 
junction to  compel  their  being  lopped  to  the  prescribed 
limit;  but,  assuming  such  to  be  the  fact,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff,  because  he  has  not  com* 
plained  of  a  breach  of  the  covenant  which,  in  his 
opinion,  inflicted  no  injury  upgn  him,  has  not  thereby 
debarred  himself  from  complaining  of  a  breach  which 
does  affect  the  value  of  his  property.  If  this  were  the 
law,  then,  because  the  owner  of  the  house  No.  10  en- 
joyed the  sight  of  trees  and  shrubs  in  King's  Mead 
Furlong,  and  encouraged  their  being  planted^  he  would 
have  rendered  himself  liable  to  have  a  row  of  booses 
built  at  the  bottom  of  each  of  the  gardens  to  the  south 
of  Brock  Street,  wholly  shutting  out  a  striking  prospect 
fiom  the  back  rooms  of  his  house,  and  diminishing,  to 
some  extent,  the  free  transmission  of  light  and  cir- 
culation 


Westbkm 
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dilation  of  air.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  has        1866. 

Doty  hj  these  means,  lost  the  right  to  stop  such  an 

injury  to  his  property ;  but  if  the  contention  of  the 

Defendant  be  correct,  it  would  necessarily  follow,  that    Macdbrmot. 

the  garden  to  the  south  of  these  bouses  might  be  built 

over  by  placing  thereon  an  opposite  row  of  houses  so  as 

to  exclude  the  views  and  prospects  which  might  have 

mainly  induced  the  Plaintiff  to  buy  his  house,  and  this 

might  be  done  to  any  extent  that  would  not  amount  to 

what  the  law  would  consider  an  interference  with  the 

ancient  lights  of  the  Plaintiff,  while,  unquestionably,  a 

very  serious  diminution  of  value  may  be  inflicted  on  a 

man's  property,  which  could  not  be  considered  as  any 

legal  interference  with  his  ancient  lights. 

It  was  suggested,  that  this  suit  ought  to  have  been 
on  behalf  of  all  the  other  owners  of  houses  in  Brock 
Street.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  one  alone,  who  is  in- 
jured, is  entitled  to  ask  for  redress,  although  the  others 
should  decline  doing  so,  or  disregard  the  act  complained 
of.  It  may  also  well  be,  that  the  injury  is  principally, 
if  not  entirely,  felt  by  one  or  two  of  the  owners,  and 
that  those  who  are  further  off  sustain  no  inconvenience, 
in  which  case  they  could  not  be  required  to  concur  in 
or  support  the  application.  In  my  opinion  the  questions 
at  issue  in  this  case  resolve  themselves  simply  into  these 
two : — first,  is  the  covenant  entered  into  by  those  under 
whom  the  Defendant  takes  his  property  now  in  force, 
and  16  one  by  which  he  is  bound?  secondly,  if  this 
question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative,  has  there  been 
a  substantial  breach  of  it,  in  other  words,  is  the  Plain- 
tiff's property  substantially  injured  by  the  erection  con- 
structed by  the  Defendant  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  both 
these  questions  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  that, 
in  pursuance  with  the  undertaking  entered  into  with  the 
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ants,  insisted  on  the  company's  right  to  be  indemnifiecl, 
and  they  cited  Bushman  v.  Morgan  (a). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  payment  into  Court  in  the  administration  suit 
MTiIl  be  a  sufficient  indemnity  to  the  Defendants,  and  so 
it  has  been  held  in  the  cases  cited. 

(a)  5  Sim,  635. 


DICKINSON  V.  BURRELL, 

Jan.  22,  25. 

'  M  ^HIS  was  a  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plain-  Distinction  be- 

^*^         tiffs  had  no  right  to  institute  this  suit.    The  case  *''**"  f®"|"«* 
®  ^  mere  right  to 

^K^^dc  by  the  bill  was  shortly  this: — James  Dichinson  set  aside  a 

^a»    entitled  to  an  undivided  share  (five-eighths)  in  the  ^'^'^"cri^^^ 

^»^^te  of  John  Whitehead^  deceased  (a).     In  December,  selling  the  pro- 

'S^O,  be  sold  and  conveyed  one-half  of  his  share  (five-  ^'er  such  a 

®'^*t-^cnth8)  to  the  Defendant  John  Edens.  in  coosidera-  conveyance. 

*z ^  In  the  first 

^IQW^        of  100/.  case,  the  pur- 

chaser cannot 
^^  sue  to  set  aside 

-'^  tfYerwards,  by  a  decree,  pronounced  on  the  22nd  of  the  convey- 

"^^^•^^^rA,  1862,  which  declared  the  rights  of  the  parties  the?atterhe 

^      "^^^e  fund  in  Court,  five-sixteenths  were  declared  to  «""• 
beltf-^  ^,  In  I860, 

'^^  «^g  to  Edens.  a.  B.  sold  and 

In  conveyed  some 
property  to 

^«  Sw^     Some  of  the  facU  relating      Dickinton  ?.  Siidoiph,  11  C.  B.  2l^' :Aara 
1^^*?^  title  will  be  found  steted  in       Hep.  (N.  S)  341.  j    »    L  . 

oV   Xw^  *^*'  *^*  ^®®^ 

Yif^    ^*^0  was  invalid,  voluntarily  conveyed  the  same  property  to  trustees  for  himself  for 

^^1     '^vith  remainder  to  his  children: — Held,  that  the  infant  children  of  A.  B.  could 

it%ol^^'°  a  suit,  as  sole  Plaintiffs,  to  set  aside  the  deed  of  1860 ;  the  right  to  sue  being 

*^^^iital  to  the  property  conveyed. 

^j^J^^  construction  of  and  the  rights  and  incidents  under  a  voluntary  deed,  if  bon6fide 

^^^  ^«lid,  are  the  same  as  of  a  deed  for  value. 

^OL.  XXXY — II.  8 
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of  the  demurrer.  The  Plaintiflfs  have  no  right  to  sue  ;  1866. 
they  claim  under  a  settlement  which  could  only  convey 
a  bare  right  to  take  legal  proceedings  to  set  aside  a 
prior  deed  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  to  which  they 
were  no  parties,  and  by  which  they  were  not  affected . 
This  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  is  open  to  the 
objection  of  champerty  and  maintenance ;  Prosser  v. 
Edmonds  {a);  Cockell  v.  Taylor  (b)\  Anderson  v.  Rad- 
cliffe{c).  This  objection  would  apply,  even  if  the  Plain- 
tifTs  had  been  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  ; 
but  here  it  applies  more  forcibly,  for  they  are  mere 
volunteers,  whose  interests  are  contingent;  Davis  v. 
Lord  Dysart(d);  Pennell  v.  Lord  Di/sart{e);  and  may 
be  destroyed  by  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  con- 
sideration under  the  27  Eliz.  c.  4. 

It  is  obvious  that  this  settlement  was  executed  for 
the  express  purpose  of  enabling  these  infants  to  sue:— to 
'"^lease  adults  from  all  liability  to  costs  in  case  of  failure, 
^.nd  to  place  the  Defendants  in  a  difficulty  in  defending 
themselves.  They  also  referred  to  Doe  d.  Newman  y. 
-JHusham  (/);  Lewis  v.  Rees(g). 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  F.  Webb  in  support  of  the 

^ill.     The  doctrine  of  champerty  and  maintenance  is 

^i^ot  to  be  extended,  and  it  has  no  application  to  this 

^ase.     The  conveyance  is  of  the  property  itself,  to  which 

'^he  right  to  sue  is  incident.    The  existence  of  a  dispute 

^Dr  fraud  does  not  prevent  a  man  selling  or  settling  his 

iproperty,  and  even  the  mere  assignment  to  a  purchaser 

^jf  the  subject  of  a  suit  is  not  maintenance,  unless  the 

purchaser  indemnifies  the  vendor  against  the  costs  in- 

^:urred  by  him  in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit;  Harrington 

V.  Long ; 

(a)  I  r.  4  Col  (Eich,)  481.  (e)  27  Beav,  542. 

(6)  15  Brao.  103.  (  /  )  17  Q.  B   Rep.  723. 

(c)  EIL,  B,  4-  E.  806,  819.  (g)  3  K.  ^  J.  132. 

((/  20  Beav.  405. 
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V.  Long{a) ;  Hartley  v.  Ru$$ell{b) ;  Knight  v,Bowyer{c) ; 
GresUy  v.  Mousley{d).  In  regard  to  this  objection, 
there  can  be  no  difference  between  a  voluntary  deed 
BuBRiLL.  and  one  for  valuable  consideration.  They  also  referred 
to  Uppington  v.  Bullen  (c)  ;  Stump  v.  Gabg  (/). 

Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply. 


DiCKINlOM 


Jan.  25.  The  Mastur  of  the  Rolls  [after  stating  the  circum- 

stances]— 

James  Dickinson  does  not  join  as  co-Plaintiff,  neither 
do  his  three  adult  children,  whose  interests  are  the  same 
as  the  Plaintiffs.'  They  are  necessary  parties  to  the  suit, 
and  it  is  suggested  that  they  are  not  parties ;  but  it 
appears  that  four  persons  of  the  name  of  Dickinson  are 
Defendants,  and  though  the  allegation  is  not  precise 
that  these  are  the  persons  in  question,  I  think  that  it  is 
a  fair  presumption,  from  the  whole  of  the  allegation, 
taken  together,  that  the  first  James  Dickinson  is  the 
father,  the  James  Dickinson  the  younger,  Charlotte 
and  Henry  Dickinson  are  the  three  other  children, 
besides  the  Plaintiffs,  of  James  Dickinson  the  father. 
This  would  not  materially  affect  the  question  I  have  to 
decide,  as,  if  the  Defendants'  contention  were  valid,  I 
should  give  leave  to  amend  or  reserve  the  objection  to 
the  hearing,  where  it  might  prevail,  if  it  were  then  shewn 
that  the  father  and  his  remaining  children  were  not 
parties  to  the  suit. 

Upon  the  allegation  contained  in  the  bill,  the  substance 

c 

(o)  2  Afyl.  4  K.  590.  (d)  4  DeG.iJ,  78. 

(6)  2  Sim  4-  Stv.  244.  (e)  2  Dru.  ^  War.  184. 

(f)  23  Bfov.  e09,  and2De  G.  (J)  2  De  G.,  M.  4^  O.  62 
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of  which  I  have  just  stated,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  case        1866. 
is  alleged  on  which  this  Court  would  give  relief  at  the 
instance  of  the  proper  persons. 

The  only  question  that  I  have  to  determine  on  this  de- 
vnurrer,  therefore,  is,  whether,  by  reason  of  the  deed  of 
JLprilf  1864,  the  Plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  ask  for  that 
relief  which  their  father,  the  settlor,  and  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement,  have  refused  or  declined  to  concur  in 
asking? 

The  demurrer  is  mainly  supported   on  the  case  of 
Prosser  v.  Edmonds  (a),  decided  after  long  deliberation 
by  Lord  Abinger,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case 
before  me  does  not  fall  within  the  rule  established  by 
that  decision.     In  the  first  place,  I  will  consider  this 
case  as  if  the  indenture  of  April,  1864,  had  been  exe- 
cuted for  a  valuable  consideration;  and  then  I  will  con- 
sider the  difference  arising  from  the  circumstance  that 
the  deed  was  voluntary.     Assuming  the  deed  of  April, 
1864,  to  have  been  executed  for  value,  then  the  right  of 
<uing  is  incidental  to  the  conveyance  of  the  property 
^nd  passes  with  it.     If  James  Dickinson  had  thought 
£t^  after  the  sale  to  Edens  in  December,  I860,  to  sell  the 
property  to  A.  B.,  saying  that  the  sale  to  Edens  was 
^^■^udulent;  that  he  would  not  take  any  step  to  set  it 
ide,  but  that,  if  A.  B,  thought  fit  so  to  do,  he  would 
11  all  his  interest  in  the  property  to  him  for  a  sum  of 
oney,  which  they  bona  fide  agreed  upon;  in  such  a  case, 
.  my  opinion,  A.  B.  could  have  maintained  this  suit. 

The  distinction  is  this: — \(  James  Dickinson  had  sold 
*  conveyed  the  right  to  sue  to  set  aside  the  indenture 
^December,  1860,  without  selling  the  property,  or  rather 

his 
(fl)  1  r.  4^  Coll.  {Exch.)  481. 
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186fi. 

Dickinson 

V, 
fiURRBLL. 


his  iiiterest  in  the  property,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
indenture  oi  December ^  1860,  that  would  not  have  en- 
abled A,  JB,  to  maintain  this  bill;  but  if  A.  B.  bad 
bought  the  absolute  interest  of  James  Dickinson  in  the 
property  then  it  would.  It  is  a  right  incidental  to  the  pro- 
perty conveyed,  nor  is  it,  in  my  opinion,  a  right  which  is 
only. incidental  to  the  property  when  conveyed  as  a  whole, 
but  it  is  incidental  to  each  interest  carved  out  of  it:  e.g.^  if 
the  property  had  been  conveyed  by  James  Dickinson  to 
three  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  each  one  might  have 
instituted  the  suit,  making  the  other  tenants  in  common 
parties  if  they  refused  to  concur ;  but  provided  the  case 
were  brought  before  the  Court  so  that  the  whole  matter 
might  be  determined  in  one  suit,  so  as  to  bind  all 
parties  to  the  transaction,  and  so  that  the  Defendant 
Edens  would  have  had  only  to  contest  the  question  once, 
then,  in  my  opinion,  the  suit  might  be  brought  by  a  person 
having  only  a  share  in  the  property  conveyed.  Neither 
could  it,  in  my  opinion,  be  material  whether  the  share 
was  an  absolute  undivided  share  in  fee  simple,  or  whether 
it  was  merely  a  life  interest  or  an  interest  in  reversion. 
In  truth,  in  all  the  cases  in  which,  if  there  had  been  no 
previous  circumstances  to  raise  a  contest  as  to  the  in- 
validity of  any  previous  deed,  the  interest  which  would 
have  been  sufficient  to  enable  a  person  interested  in  the 
fund  to  be  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  estate  to  ask  this 
Court  to  secure  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  interested 
therein,  would,  in  my  opinion,  enable  that  person  to  ask 
this  Court  to  set  aside  a  deed  obtained  by  fraud,  which, 
if  valid,  would  have  prejudiced  or  destroyed  his  interest 
in  the  property  purported  to  be  conveyed  to  him. 


I  think  that  this  distinction  between  conveying  the 
property  itself  and  of  a  mere  right  to  sue  is  taken  by 
Lord  Abinger  in  Prosser  v.  Edmonds  {a).     It  is  taken 

in 
(a)  1   r.*  Co//.  (EjcA.)  481. 
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in  Cochell  v.  Taylor  {a),  and  it  is  taken  in  Anderson 
Y.  Radcliffe  (ft),  and  has  been  adopted  and  approved  in 
many  other  cases ;  and  it  is,  I  think,  founded  on  reason 
and  good  sense. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  if  the  present  Plaintiffs 
had  given  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  execution  of 
the  indenture  of  April,  1864,  they  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  maintain  this  suit. 

I  have  next  to  consider,  whether  the  fact  of  the  con- 
veyance being  voluntary  alters  or  affects  their  right, 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not. 

There  are,  no  doubt,  various  circumstances  which  may 
be  connected  with  a  voluntary  deed,  which,  when  they 
are  so  connected,  will  induce  this  Court  either  to  set 
the  deed  aside,  or  to  refuse  to  execute  the  trusts  con- 
tained in  it.  There  are  also  statutory  enactments  which 
may  defeat  such  a  deed,  which  would  be  otherwise 
valid ;  but,  assuming  the  voluntary  deed  to  be  complete, 
bond  fide  and  valid,  and  to  be  unaffected  by  any 
statutory  disability,  I  know  of  no  distinction  between 
such  a  deed  and  one  executed  for  valuable  con- 
sideration. The  estates  and  limitations  created  in  such 
a  deed  have  the  same  operation  and  effect  as  if  executed 
for  value,  and  it  must  be  construed  in  the  same  manner ; 
and  it  carries  with  it  all  the  same  incidents  and  rights 
attached  to  property  conveyed  as  are  carried  by  a  deed 
for  value;  and  the  grantee  in  this  respect  stands  exactly 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  paid  value  for  the 
property  conveyed. 

In  a  case  of  the  description  before  me,  the  fact  that 

the 
(a)  15  fieoo.  103.  (6)  £//.  B.  <^  £/.  806,  819. 
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the  conveyance  i8  yoluntary,  suggests  the  possibility  of 
some  secret  understandingy  or  some  subordinate  agree- 
ment, by  which  the  property,  when  recovered,  is  to  be 
reconveyed  or  discharged  of  the  trusts,  and  that,  in 
fact,  the  voluntary  conveyance  is  made  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  instituting  and  maintaining  such  a  suit  as 
the  present.  This  may  possibly  be  shewn  hereafter  in 
the  progress  of  the  suit;  but  on  this  demurrer,  I  cannot 
entertain  any  such  suspicion.  I  am  bound  by  the 
allegations  in  the  bill,  which  I  must  assume  to  be  true,^ 
and,  so  regarding  it,  the  right  to  sue  is,  in  my  opinion^^^ 
incidental  to  the  interest  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff,  an 
the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

Note.— &e  Ckitty$  Siaiutet,  483  {3rd  edit.)  tU.  *'  Ckmmpert^:* 


1865. 
Nov.  21. 

A  patentee  ii 
not  entitled, 
after  replica- 
tion, to  an 
order,  under 
15  &  16  Vkt. 
e.  85, 1.41, 
for  the  delivery 
of  particulars 
of  the  objec- 
tions to  ttie 
patent  which 
the  Defendant 
intends  to  rely 
on. 


BOVILL  V.  GOODIER. 

npHIS  was  a  patent  suit,  in  which  the  Defendant,     ^^^By 
his  answer,  disputed,  in  general  terms,  the  valid.  i^K  iy 
of  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  on  the  usual   grounds,  r^  m     %, 
want  of  novelty,  non-infringement,  that  the  inventi  ^^«)n 
was  not  the  subject  of  a  patent,  and  the  insufficiency^        of 
the  specification.      The  Plaintiff  had  applied   for        -^ta 
issue,  but  his  application  had  been  refused  with  co^fc*  ts, 
and  on  the  24th  of  Junej  1865,  he  filed  a  replicaticn^o. 
The  Plaintiff  applied  by  summons  in  Chambers  for      «n 
order  on  the  Defendant  to  furnish  the  particulars  of  ^tJi» 
objections  to  the  patent  which  he  intended  to  rely  ofcm  « 


At  common  law  such  particulars  are  required  to    he 
delivered  with  the  pleas  (15  tc  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.41),  surf 
orders  for  such  particulars  have   also   been   made   in 
equity,  in  cases  where  issues  of  fact  have  been  ordered 

•    to 
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to  be  tried  under  Sir  Hugh  Cairns  Act  (25  k  26  VicL 
c.  42) ;  but  there  appeared  to  be  no  authority  for  such 
an  order  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  suit. 
In  the  absence  of  such  authority,  the  Chief  Clerk  de- 
clined to  make  the  order,  and  the  point  was,  at  the 
request  of  the  parties,  adjourned  into  Court. 

Mr.  Buggallay  and   Mr.   Druce    for  the    PlaintiflF. 

*^The  Patent  Law  Amendment  Act,  1852  (15  &   16 

VicL  c.  85,  s.  41),  requires  a  Defendant  to  deliver,  with 

his  pleas,  particulars  of  any  objection  on  which   he 

Kineans  to  rely  at  the  trial,"  and  the  places  at  which  the 

prior  user  is  alleged  to  have  taken  place.    The  object 

c^f  this  was,   to   prevent  a  patentee   being  taken   by 

^  urprise. 

[TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  That  section  only 
B^  pplies  to  actions  at  law;  but,  in  equity,  you  may  obtain 
^  11  the  information  you  require  by  the  answer.] 

The  Defendant  would  object  that  it  would  be  evidence 
^  tf  the  Defendant's  and  not  of  the  PlaintiflT's  title. 

Tlie  Court,  under  Mr.  Roh*8  Act  (25  &  26  Vict. 
^  ^  42),  is  now  bound  to  determine  questions  of  law;  it 
^^  ^ght,  therefore,  to  adopt  the  same  course  of  proceeding 
^^  at  law.  It  will  be  impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
^^••epare  and  meet  every  case  of  alleged  user,  without 
-^  mving  them  specified  beforehand.  The  Defendant 
ay  bring  forward  any  number  of  instances  of  alleged 
'Tier  user,  in  remote  parts  of  the  country,  which  it  will 
impossible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  meet.  If  the  Court 
>^ould  direct  an  issue,  the  particulars  must  necessarily 
then  specified,  and,  whether  tried  here  or  at  law,  it 
^^ill  save  considerable  expense  to  limit  the  evidence  to 
^lie  particular  instances  specified,     it  is  but  just  that 

the 


266 


1S65. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

the  Plaintiff  should  know  on  what  case  the  Defendant 
reJieSi  in  order  that  he  amy  be  prepai^ed  to  contest  it  by 
evidence. 

uVIr^  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Litll^  were  not  called  .on. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  I  had  had.  any  doubt  ,upon  the  matter,  the  last 
argument  would  have  convinced  me  that  it  was  unfit  for 
roe  to  grant  this  application.  The  argument  is  this  : — 
that,  according  to  the  course  and  the  principles  upon 
which  discovery  is  granted  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  this 
particular  information  could  not  be  now  obtained,. and 
therefore,  by  reason  of  its  being  given  in  actions  of  law,* 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  ask  for  that  which,  according 
to  the  ordinary  principles  of  discovery  in  equity,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  obtain.  The  additional  reason  is  still 
more  singular :  it  is,  that,  because  if  this  be  not  done, 
the  Plaintiff  will  be  compelled  to  go  to  the  expense  of 
getting  up  all  his  evidence  and  shewing  to  the  De- 
fendant exactly  what  it  is  that  he  relies  on.  That  is 
the  very  thing  which  the  Plaintiff  is  calling  upon  the 
Defendant  to  do,^  and  it  is  dear,  that  if  in  equity  the 
Defendant  is  required  to  do  it,  the  Plaintiff  would  be 
required  to  do  it  also. 


It  is.  true,  that  an  issue  is  not,  in  all  cases,  a  matter  ex 
debito  jti8titi€B,  to  which  the  party  has  a  positive  right. 
When  a  cause  comes  on  for  hearing,  the  Ck>urt,  having 
before  it  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  determines  what 
particular  issue,  if  any,  shall  be  tried.  The  Plaintiff 
might  undoubtedly  have  done  this  : — he  might  have 
given  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree,  and  then  he  would 
have  known,  from  the  affidavits  of  the  Defendant,  the 
exact  case  which  he  (the  Plaintiff)  had  to  meet,  and 

what 
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what  the  Defendant  intended  to  rely  upon,  and  if  the        1865. 
Defendant  in   his   affidavit  in  answer  was  unable  to 
rebat   the  instances   alleged    of  prior   user,   then   the 
Plaintiff  would  have  rested  his  case  on  that   simply, 
and  he  would  have  known  the  whole  of  the  Defendant's 
case.      But  it  being  at  the  Plaintiff's  option  either  to 
give  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree  or  to  file  a  replication, 
lie  has  thought  fit  to  do  the  latter,  and  to  leave  the  whole 
xnatter  in  obscurity  until  the  publication  of  the  evidence. 
He  then  endeavours  to  engraft  on  the  chancery  pro- 
<:eediiigs,  that  which  the  statute  has  confined  to  common 
law,  and  which  it  does  not  extend  to  cases  in  equity; 
^nd  he  thereby  endeavours  to  obtain,  according  to  his 
^oansers  own  statement,  a  discovery  to  which,  by  the 
ordinary  principles  and  doctrines  of  a  Court  of  Equity, 
lie  is  not  entitled.     I  express  no  opinion  as  to  whether 
%e  is  or  is  not  so  entitled,  but  that  is  the  ai^ument 
^before  ifie.    When  the  case  comes  on  to  be  heard  after 
^be  publication  of  the  evidence,  then  a  different  state  of 
^things  arises.     Then,  when  I   have  directed  issues  at 
law,  I  have  followed  the  practice  of  common  law,  and 
liave  directed  the  particulars  of  the  objections  to  the 
patent  to  be  given.     I  remember  a  patent  case  respect- 
ing a  silk  throwing  machine,  in  which  I  directed  an 
issue  to  be  tried  before  myself,  and  I  there  ordered  that 
the  particulars  of  objections  should  be  delivered  before- 
hand, and,  at  the  hearing,  I  confined  the  Defendant  to 
those  particulars.   But  here  I  Should  be  acting  unfairly, 
if  I  were  to  compel  it  to  be  done  in  this  stage  of  the 
cause.    This  application  must  be  refused  with  costs  ; 
but  I  do  not  thereby  intimate  that,  if  I  direct  an  issue, 
the  Plaintiff  will  not  be  entitled  to  what  he  now  asks. 
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THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL,    on   behalf  of   He 
Majesty,  v.  THE  SITTINGBOURNE,  kc.  RAIL 

WAY  COMPANY. 

Ttb.  10,  12. 

In  a  suit  by      T^^  ^°  indenture,  dated  in  1858,  and  made  betw( 
TendTthe  ^^^  Q"®®°  ^^)'  ^^^  CommiMioners  of  Woods  i 

Court  decreed    Forests  (2),  the  lessee  (3),  and   this  company  (4), 
forDuince.'imd  company  agreed  to  pay  to  the  Queen  2,0002.  for 

i^^y^y^^^i     Crown*s  interest  in  a  piece  of  land  taken  for  the  rail 
of  the  pur-        __,,  \   ,  .  . 

chftte-money    The  company  entered  into  possession  and  constmc 

'nfe***"*^**'  their  railway  on  part  of  this  land. 

chaten  were 

and  the  prc!^'       '^^^^  information  was  filed  to  compel  the  speci6c  ji^      >- 

perty  was  in  formance  of  the  contract,  and,  by  the  decree  made     m 

of  a  Reviver  January ^   1864,    the    Court    directed   a   specific  pr   ^r- 

iu  another  formance,  and  declared  that  the  company  ought  to  | 


bv  penont        the  2,000Z.  and  interest.    The  Court  also  directed 

oliaraMtinder   ^^^  inquiries  as  to  damages,  and  ordered  the  company 

thepurchafert.  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  Chief  Clerk'^ 

the^endor,  ^    certificate,  to  pay  to  the  commissioners  what  should 

•erved  upon      certified  to  be  due. 
the  purchaser 
and  the  Plain- 

tifftlnthe  The  Chief  Clerk,  in  November,  1864,  certified  th^* 

other  luit  to  ?  >  »  

enforce  hif       3,482/.  was  due.     The^six  months  had  expired  and  i^^ 

tain  a"sale  of    P^y^cnt  had  been  made.     The  company  admitted  th^^* 

the  property,     they  were  not  in  a  position  to  pay,  as  all  the  property  ^^f 

with  costs,  the  ^^^  company  was  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  appoint ^sd 

proper  remedy  i^   November,  1863,  in  another  suit  o(  Skinner  v.  T^ 
being  by  bill.  '  .  j  t 

Sittingbourne,  j-c.  Railway  Company,  which  had  beea 

instituted  by  mortgage  creditors  on  behalf  of  themselvef 

and  all  other  like  creditors.     In  June,  1864,  a  decree 

had  been  made,  in  that  suit,  declaring  the  rights  of  tbe 

moTtg^ 
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mortgage  creditors  to  a  cbarge,  and,  after  directing        1866. 
accounts  and  inquiries,  it  continued  the  Receiver.    This       ^-^v^^ 
decree  had  been  made  without  prejudice  to  the  rights,  if    qq  behalf  of 
any,  of  prior  incumbrancers.  ^"^  MAJttTY 

The  Sittimo- 
The  Attorney-General  presented  this  petition  in  his    ■r""""'co''' 
o^rn  suit  alone,  alleging  that  it  was  not  practicable,  by 
sequestration,  to  compel  the  company  to  obey  the  decree 
in      this  cause,  and,  on  behalf  of  her  Majesty,  he  sub- 
mi  ^  ted  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  piece  of 
^av^  ^^  and  that  it  ought  to  be  sold  in  satisfaction  of  the 
€»&^2-ree. 

"'^he  petition   prayed   that  the    company   might   be 
""^^  «red  to  pay  the  aggregate  of  the  monies  due  within 
^^"■"■^  months,  and  that,  in  default,  the  land  might  be 


^  ^^,  and  the  produce  applied  in  payment  of  the  amount 
*"^^^  to  the  Crown. 

he  petition  was  served  on  the  company,  the  Plain- 
in  the  other  suit,  and  the  London,  Chatham  and 
Railway  Company^  who  were  in  possession  of 
line  under  an  agreement  dated  in  1863. 


^«^  — Ir.  W.  M.  James  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  in  support  of 

"^^      petition,  argued,  that  the  Crown  had  a  lien  for  the 
^^"^  ^^^^shase-money,  and  that,  if  the  company  would  not 
^^^  2i^j  a  BaJe  ought  to  be  directed. 

ley  cited  Walker  v.  Ilie  Ware,  ^c,  Railway  Com- 
\3f  («) ;  and  see  Foligno  v.  Martin  (Jb) ;    Simpson  v. 
ry  (c) ;  Sweet  v.  Meredith  (d). 

r.  F.  H.   Colt,  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  of 

Skinner 

C5»^  85  Bflov.  52.  (c)  34  Bem>.  423. 

V^)  16  Bern.  586.  (</)  4  Gig.  207. 
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1866.       Skinner  ▼.  The  Sittinffbourne,  ^c,  Railway  Company. 

^•^'^^      The  decree  in  this  suit  contains  no  declaration  of  the 

on^bebmlfof    h'enof  the  Crown,  and  that  cannot  be  obtained  upon 

Hbr Majesty. petition.     The  other  incumbrancers   on   this   property 

Thb  SiTTiva-  have  a  right  to  be  heard  in  a  suit  properly  constituted, 

BoiwKB,  &C.    and  to  insist  that  the  Crown  has  no  lien  at  all,  or  that 
Rai&.  Co»  '   ^ 

it  has  no.  priority,  or  that  the  amoun):  clain^ed  is  not 

due.    This  cannot  he  done  upon  a  petition  in  i^  siiit  to, 

which  thqy  are  not  parties. 

Mr*  Bepir  for.  the  SittingbQurne,  ^c,  Railway 
Company, 

Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  Kekewich  for  the  London^ 
Chatham  and  Dover  Railway  Company,  J^o  order  can 
be  made  on  this  petition.  The  order,  if  ipade,  must 
necessarily  affect  the  rights  of  the  Respondents  and  will 
be  binding  on  them  if  made  in  their  presence.  IJie 
London,  Chatham  and  Dover  Railway  Company  will, 
at  the  proper  time,  contend  that  the  Crown  has  no 
priority  over  them ;  but  they  decline  to  go  into  the 
merits  or  dispute  the  priorities  except  in  a  suit  properly 
constituted. 

Mr.  W.  M,  James  in  reply.  I  do  not  ask  any  decla- 
ration of  the  Crown's  lien,  that  is  not  necessary,  neither 
do  I  ask  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  incumbrancers,  who 
can  take  nothing  on  this  piece  of  land  except  through 
the  Defendant  Company,  that  is  the  purchasers  who 
have  not  paid  the  purchase-money ;  but  I  ask  a  sale. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb,  12.  I  think  that  this  petition  is  misconceived.     It  is,  in 

fact,  presented  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  lien  which 

has 
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[  hits  not  hitherto  been  declared  by  the  decree  of  the        1866. 

Court    It  id  true  that  a  purchaser  has  a  lien  for  his       ^■^^/*^^ 

f  unpaid  purchase-money,  but  he  cannot,  if  he  requires    ^^  behalf  of 

^e  aid  of  this  Court,  act  differently  from  any  other  Her  Majesty 
mortgagee  or  other  person  claiming  a  lien.     He  must  Thb  Sittimo- 
institute  a  suit  and  get  that  lien  declared  against  all  the    bourme,  &c. 
persong  interested  in  the  estate ;  or,  at  least,  all  those 

I  who  are  subsequent  in  date  to  him  and  who  are  to  be 

forecloseil  by  him.      But,  if  I  made  the   order   per- 
mitting or  directing  a  sale  of  this  property,  I  should  not 
only  be  giving  the  Petitioner,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown, 
^6  benefit  of  a  lien  which  has  not  been  established  in 
^y  proceeding  in  this  Court,  but  I  should  be  doing  so 
^iost  Respondents  who  have  not,  hitherto,  had  any 
opportunity  of  contesting  the  case  of  the  Petitioner  or 
^he  amount  of  the  debt  he  insists  on  being  due.     In 
^^  case,  the  decree  simply  directs  specific  performance 
*od  payment,  three  months  after  the  certificate  of  the 
^"H»f  clerk,  of  various  sums  to  be  ascertained;    but 
.  ^^  only  has  the  Court  not  declared  that  this  amount 
^    charge  on  the  property  sold,  but  a  portion   of 

^*  amount,  for  instance,  that  which  consists  of  com- 

POr» 

'     **SHtion  for  damage  due  from  the  railway  company, 

^be  non-execution  of  certain  works,  would  appear  to 

^ot  to  be  a  charge  on  any  of  the  property  sold.     I 

^      ^tion  this  only  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  dif- 

^  't.y  I  should  have,  if  I  were  to  enter  into  this  question 

^^»   without  proper  materials,  and  with  Respondents 

-     ^  l>roperly  instructed  to  meet  the  case.     If  the  Peti- 

*    ^^T,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  claimed  a  lien  on  this 
P'a  ^«>« 

^''^  of  land  so  sold,  it  would  be  necessary,  before  I 

^^■^  direct  a  sale  of  it,  to  have  a  decree  ascertaining 
^   Amount  of  that  lien,  made  in  the  presence  of  those 

^^'^^^ns  who  claimed  subsequent  charges  on  the  property 

^^  ^he  property  itself.     Now,  assuming  that  the  decree 

^^ined  has  established  that  the  Petitioner,  in  right 

of 
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of  the  Crown,  is  entitled  to  a  charge  on  this  property, 
^  the  amount  has  been  ascertained  when  the  Plaintiffs. 

AtT.-ObM.         r  t  -^r  ^   t  t 

on  behalf  of    lor  whom  Mr.   Colt  appears,  were   not   present,  and 
HtR  Majbsty  ^jjgjj  ^fjg  London,  Chatham  and  Dover  Railway  Com- 
Tbb  Sitting- /7any  were  not  present,  both  being  parties  materially 
^^L^Co^'    interested  in  disputing  the  amount  claimed. 

If  I  directed  a  sale,  I  should,  in  fact,  without  suit  or 
decree  for  that  purpose,  give  priority  to  that  charge  over 
the  two  others  and  foreclose  them,  by  paying  ihe  pur- 
chase-money to  the  Petitioner,  on  behalf  of  the  Crowo, 
without  their  having  had  any  opportunity  of  being  heard 
or  of  contesting  the  right  of  Petitioner. 

Whatever  remedies  are  open  to  Petitioner  to  enforce 
his  decree  by  sequestration,  he  may  adopt  them,  but  be 
does  not  want  the  assistance  of  the  Court  for  that  pur- 
pose. If  he  goes  beyond  that,  he  must  file  a  bill  in 
the  usual  way  against  the  proper  Defendants  to  enforce 
his  lien  and  get  the  benefit  of  it.  I  must  dismiss  the 
Petition  with  the  usual  costs  as  against  the  Crown. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James.  There  is  a  settled  form  in  such 
cases  (a). 

(fl)  Attorney  General  v.  Han-      18  4  19  Vict.  c.  90. 
nier,  4  De  C.  Sf  Jones,  205 ,  and 
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Jie  THE  HOP  AND  MALT  EXCHANGE  AND 
WAREHOUSE  COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

BRIGGS'  Case. 


r- 


\ 


Fth.  8, 13. 

HIS  was  an   application  by   Mr.  Briggs,  under  Though  the 

^'The  Companies  Act,  1862"  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  cSof  a 

^  3^>>,  to  remove  his  name  from  the  list  of  shareholders,  company 

^  — _  u     n  '  ...  materially  ex- 

oxi    Crme  ground  of  a  misrepresentation  m  the  prospectus  tend  the  ob- 

of     ^'Kse  company,  upon  the  faith  of  which  prospectus  jecuofthecom- 

.^  «  .  r       r  pany  beyond 

m.ir^     .Griggs  had  taken  some  shares  in  the  company.         those  stated  in 

the  prospectws 
jfill  if  the  pro- 

le  prospectus  stated  the  object  of  the  company  to  spectusrefera 

be,     'ft^o  provide  a  hop  and  malt  exchange  and  a  ware-  a  person  taking 

hocm^^  for  stowage,  and  other  purposes:  but  nothing  *?^'^5*VP®?, 

\.        ,  \.  ^     ,  ^  the  faith  of  the 

w^^        said  as  to  making  loans  of  money.     It  however  prospectus  is 

stat:^-^,  that  the  company  had  been  registered,  and  that  ^^"Sts^'unkM 
ih^    niemorandum  of  association  might  be  seen  either  at  they  are 
tbe    offices  of  the  company  or  at  the  solicitor's.  jjl^ij^  ;i^^'"' 

the  prospectus. 
-A.fler  taking  the  shares,  Mr.  Briggs  discovered  that,  ,  ^  n^^xe- 
m    t.fi^  memorandum  of  association,  and  in  addition  to  had  taken 
tbe   objects  stated  in  the  prospectus,  this  further  object  foiJJ,^of°a  pr^ 
^^®     stated :  "  for  advancing  money  to  growers,  mer-  spectus,  after- 
^^ta  or  factors,  upon  the  security  of  their  crops  and  ^^ered"hat 

P  ^^Uce,  whether  growing  or  stored  in  the  company's  by  the  articles 
WQ.t>«^'»  .     ,        ,  ,  .nil  of  association 

^^ouses,  or  m  bond,  or  upon  the  security  of  dock  or  the  objects  of 

^•^    warrants,  or  property  of  a  like  description,  and  the  company 
^**Wise  for  the   accommodation   of  hop   and   other  differed  from 
^^'"^l^Unts,  maltsters,  factors,  brewers  and  others  con-  [{j^pro^pcctis^ 

^^^  with  the  hop  and  malt  trades.  He  subse- 

Tj     quently  dealt 
"®  with  the  shares 
stt^^^^      ^  as  owner,  by 

rep^^^^^g  to  sell  them: — Heldy  that  he  had  acquiesced  and  could  not  afterwards 
^tat«  them  on  the  ground  of  the  misrepresentation.   ^ 

^^X-.  XXXV— II.  T 
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1866.  He  also  discovered  that  the  69th  article  of  the  asso- 

^■^•^^  ciation  authorized  the  directors  to  make   advances  of 

Re 

The  Hop  money  upon  liops,  kc,  to  growers,  &c.y  **  and  to  such 

AND  Malt  other  persons  as  they  should  think  fit,  and  upon  such 

EXCHAKOB  ,  .III  t  lilt 

AVD  Warb-  secnnty,  negotiable  or  otherwise,  as  they  should  de^n 

HOUSE  Co.  expedient." 


Limited. 
Briooe'  Case. 


h 


After  making  this  discovery,  Mr.  Briggs  instructed 
his  brokers  to  sell  his  shares  for  the  account,  and  the 
broker  sold  them  accordingly  at  fifty  shillings  a  share 
premium.  But  the  committee  of  the  stock  exchange 
having  refused  to  fix  a  settling  day  for  the  account  of 
shares  in  this  company,  the  effect  was  to  annul  the 
conditional  sale.  Mr.  Briggs  thereupon  repudiated  his 
shares,  required  them  to  be  cancelled,  and  now  applied 
to  rectify  the  register  of  members  by  omitting  his  name. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Brooksbank  in  support  of  the 
motion.  The  company  is  bound  by  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  prospectus.  Mr.  Briggs  took  these  shares 
on  the  faith  of  that  prospectus  and  in  the  belief  that  the 
company  was  formed  solely  for  the  objects  therein 
stated.  But  the  objects  of  the  company,  as  shewn  by 
the  memorandum  and  articles,  are  quite  difierent  from 
those  set  forth  in  the  prospectus.  According  to  the 
prospectus,  the  objects  are  to  make  a  hop  and  malt 
exchange  and  a  warehouse,  but  one  of  the  real  objects 
appears  to  have  been  to  become  a  discount  com- 
pany. This  is  a  material  misrepresentation,  which  en- 
titles the  Applicant  to  be  discharged  from  his  contract 
to  take  the  shares;  BelFs  Case  (a);  Ship's  Case(b); 
Kutch.  V  The  Venezuela  Railway  Company  (^c);  Button  v. 

The 

{a)  22  Bwr.  35.  (c)  34  L.  J.  (CA.)  545. 

(6)  13  W.  A.  631. 
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The  Scarborough  Hotel  Company  {a);  Rawlins  v.  Wick-        |866. 

ham  (b) ;  Holt's  Case  (c).  --•^^-w' 

Re 

Mr.  Selwyn  and    Mr,  Roxburgh  for  the  company.     ^.^^Uklr 

JMr.  Briggs  had,  from  the  first,  notice  of  the  contents     Exchanor 

of  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  ;   they     house  Co. 

are  distinctly  referred  to  in  the  prospectus,  in  which  it      Limitbd. 

i«  stated  at  what  places  they  may  be  seen.     A  pros-  ^****°*  ^^*- 

p^ctaa  does  not  purport  to  contain   all  that  is  in  the 

ft^C/oles  and  memorandum  of  association  — it  gives  a 

fXMGr^  outline  of  them — and  it  would  be  a  dangerous 

c'cx^^i-ine  to  hold  that  a  person  who  takes  shares  is  dis- 

^i^sk  ■•ged,  if  there  should  be  an  accidental  omission  from 

tH^       -prospectus  of  something  contained  in  the  memo- 

•■^■^^iura  or  articles.     Here  the  additional  objects  are 

^^^^3^     in  extension  of  those  in  the  prospectus,  for  it  is 

tn^     ^:^ustom  of  the  trade  to  lend  money  on  the  security 

®^     fc^  ops  and  of  produce  deposited  in  a  warehouse. 

^S^^condly.  Mr.  Briggs  had  notice  of  the  articles  before 

"^   ^i  S  rected  the  sale  of  these  shares ;  he  therefore  adopted 

tn^^^^^  as  his  own  after  full  notice,  and  is  now  bound  by 

"*^     ^Acquiescence.   It  was  some  time  between  the  28th  of 

•'**^^   and  the  24th  of  August  that  the  stock  exchange 

*^  *^^  J^cd  to  appoint  a  settling  day,  and  it  was  not  until  the 

'^     ^^^    of  August  that  Mr.  Briggs  repudiated  the  shares. 

^  ^^     "^^ras  bound  to  repudiate  them  immediately  on  his  aU 

^S'^d  discovery,  and  was  not  entitled  to  take  the  chance  of 

^     ^^1  ning  2Z.  \5s.  premium  per  share  and  repudiate  them 

^r^*^^   failed  in  getting  it.     They  cited  BelVs  Case{d); 

^^^i^^s  Case {c)  I  Ayre's  Case{e);  Parbury's  Cas€{f). 

"^^X  w.  Southgate  in  reply.     Lindley  on  Partnership  (g). 

The 
S^^     34  L.J,  (CA.)  643.  ie)  25  Beav.  513. 


V*>    3  DeG.  4  ^.'304.  ( / )  3  l>c  G.  *  S/n.  43. 

J^O    22  Beav.  48.  (/?)  Page  1170. 

^^'i    16.35. 


(g)  Page  1170. 
t2 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  an  application  under  the  36th  section  of  '^  The 
MMpanies  Act,  1862,"  to  correct  the  register  of  share- 
loiders  by  omitting  the  name  of  Mr.  Briggs^  on  the 
: round  that  he  was  induced  to  become  a  shareholder  by 
false  representations  contained  in  the  prospectus  issued. 
Tile  memorandum  of  association  contains  this  clause — 
[see  ante^  p.  373] — and  the  articles  of  association  con- 
tain this  clause — [see  ante^  p.  374].  Most  certainly, 
tinder  these  clauses,  the  society  might  become  a  mere 
bill  discounting  society,  and  it  is  also,  in  my  opinion, 
equally  certain,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  prospectus 
to  lead  to  any  such  expectation.  The  prospectus,  bow- 
ever,  contained  these  words — [see  ante^  p.  373.] 

The  strong  inclination  of  my  opinion  is,  that  after  this 
intimation,  any  person  applying  for  shares  must  be  held 
to  have  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciatton.  He  is  informed  of  their  existence,  and  where 
they  are;  he  is,  in  fact,  thereby  invited  to  examine  them, 
in  order  thereby  to  test  the  truth  of  the  prospectus. 
I  admit  the  correctness  of  the  argument  founded  on 
these  cases,  which  lay  down  that  a  man  cannot  com- 
plain that  his  solemn  assertion  has  been  believed  and 
acted  upon,  and  if  the  prospectus  had  contained  a 
clause  negativing  the  power  contained  in  the  69th 
clause  of  the  articles,  I  should  not  have  held,  that  any 
person  taking  shares  could  have  been  held  liable  for 
the  knowledge  of  that,  which  was  in  reality  diametri- 
cally opposed  to,  or  contradicted  by,  the  prospectus. 
But  as  to  all  those  matters  which  are  not  contradictory 
to  the  prospectus,  but  are  compatible  with  it,  I  think  that 
the  applicant  for  shares  cannot  plead  ignorance  of  the 

clauses 
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clauses  of  the  articles  of  association,  which  profess  to  1866« 

execute  the  objects  of  the  prospectus,  even  if  they  go  ^-^^^^^^ 

beyond  it,  unless  they  are  wholly  incompatible  with  it.  7^  nop 

I  cannot  but  admit  that  the  articles  of  association  go  ^^  ^'^^'^ 

,  EXCHAMOB 

much  further  than  the  prospectus,  and  indeed  contain    and  Warb- 
powers  which  the  prospectus  could  not  induce  any  one      Li^",|^/ 
t^  expect ;  but  I  am  not  sure,  if  it  turned  on  that  alone,  BRioat*  Case. 
^liat  I  could  say,  that  they  are  so  inconsistent  with  it^ 
^^r  at  variance  with  it,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  amount 
^iC7  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  and   thus  enable  the 
applicant  to  get  rid  of  his  shares, 

3ut  I  think,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case  and 

nji^oA  the  evidence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that 

€£  uestion,  for  I  think  that  it  is  established,  by  the  evi- 

<l^rM€^^  given  on  the  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Briggs^ 

^bc&^      after  he  was  acquainted  with  the  provisions  of 

th^     c^rticles  of  association,  he  continued  to  keep  these 

•J^^^x^^M  and   exercised   acts   of   ownership  over   them 

^''^tioHy  inconsistent  with  the  repudiation  of  them.     He 

S^"^^    instructions  to  his  broker  to  sell,  for  the  account, 

tli^    blares  he  had  taken,  and  a  contract  was  actually 

^**^^»"cd  into  by  the  broker  for  that  purpose,  at  a  pre- 

**^»^x  133  of  50«.  per  share^  in  accordance  with  such  instruc- 

*^^*^  »  mnd  all  this  was  done  after  Mr.  Briggs  had  obtained 

Auob    knowledge  of  the  articles  of  association  as  1  have 

*t^t^t^.     In  truth,  I  think,  on  the  evidence,  that  it  was 

^^  ^^fusal  of  the  committee  of  the  stock  exchange  to 

*  ^.  settling  day  for  the  account  of  sales  of  shares  of 
^^  ^^ompany^  the  effect  of  which  was  to  annul  the  con- 
"'^oiii^al  contract  for  the  sale  of  Mr.  Briggi  shares,  that 
oper^^  his  eyes  to  the  injurious  eflfect  of  the  articles 
^^^  induced  him  to  repudiate  his  shares  and  to  require 
tnat.      they  should  be  cancelled.     The  dates,  I   think, 

*  ^^^  this.    As  the  broker,  upon  the  instructions  given 

to 
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1866.  to  him,  sold  the  shares  for  the  account,  it  must  have 

"""^^^^-^  been  before  the  decision  of  the  committee  of  the  stock 

Thb  Hop  exchange,  and  Mr.  Briggs  expressly  states,  that  he  had 

AND  Malt  g^g^  ^^  articles  of  association  before  he  gave  instruc- 

EXCHANGB  .  ^ 

AND  Ware-  tions  to  the  brokers  to  sell  the  shares.  It  is,  therefore^ 
TiMiTBi^'  ^  think,  clear,  that  it  was  the  determination  of  the  com- 
Brioos*  Case,  inittee  of  the  stock  exchange,  and  not  the  contents  of 
the  articles,  that  induced  Mr.  Briggs  to  require  his 
shares  to  be  taken  back.  I  consider  his  acting  as 
owner  of  the  shares,  by  endeavouring  to  sell  them  after 
a  knowledge  of  the  articles,  is  an  acquiescence  therein, 
and  that  he  cannot  now  complain  and  ask  to  have  his 
name  omitted. 


MORGAN  V.  MIDDLEMISS. 

Feb.  9. 

A  testator,  by  HpHE  testator,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  to  his  widow 

SuealKioi.  ■*•      2)inaA  Simmon,  a  legacy  of  600i 

to  hiB  widow, 
find  bv  a  co~ 

dicil  he  be-  By  a  codicil  the  testator  directed  as  follows : — 

""a  filrther  "  ^^  case  my  wife  shall  require  a  larger  principal 

sum,  not  ex-  g^nj  ^j^^n  I  have  left  her  in  my  will,  I  direct  the  trustees 

ceedingSOO/,  r        .        .        ,    •                             , 

making  alto-  or  trustee,  for  the  time  bemg,  to  pay  to  her,  out  of  un- 

^n^'ooo/^fven  appropriated  surplus  money,  for  her  absolute  use,  such 

to  her  by  my  further  sum,  not  exceeding  300/.,  making  altogether  a 

S\d??'— '  ^^9^^  ^f '  >000^-  9^^^^  ^^  *^  ^y  «^*"  ^^^  ^^^  codicil 
Held,  that 

mere  mtscalcu-  The  question    was,   whether  the  Defendant  Dinah 

lation  and  that,  gimmons  was  entitled,  under  the  codicil,  to  a  legacy  of 

under  the  CO-  '                                 .,,.., 

dicil, the  widow  500/.,  or  to  any  and  what  other  sum,  m  addition  to  the 

tTSdto^300/.  '«g^^y  ^**  ^^^^-  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  will. 

Mr.  SotUhgate  and  Mr.  JEveritt,  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 

assignee 
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n'gnee  of  the  residuary  legatee,  argued,  that  the        1866* 

low  wa8  entitled  in  the  whole  to  800/.  ^-^/^^^ 

Morgan 

V. 

Mr.  J.  Pearsoiiy  for  the  widow,  insisted  that  she  was   Middlbmws. 
titled,  under  the  codicil,  to  such  a  sum  as  would 
oake  altogether  a  legacy  of  1,000Z." 

He  cited   Milner  v.  Milner  (a) ;    Jordan   v.   For- 
cue{b);  Ottley  v.  Gilby(c). 


The  Mastbr  of  ike  Rolls. 

I  think  that,  under  the  codicil,  the  widow  is  only 
titled  to  300Z.  She  is  to  have  a  sum  not  exceeding 
0/.^  but  the  testator  says,  ''making  altogether  a 
;acy  of  1,000/.  given  to  her  by  my  will  and  this 
dicil."  The  sentence  is  singular,  but  I  am  of  opinion, 
at  the  codicil  simply  gives  800/.,  and  that  what 
[lows  is  a  mere  matter  of  miscalculation.  I  cannot 
ad  the  words  as  if  he  had  said,  **  I  intend,  by  giving 
vr  a  legacy  not  exceeding  300/.,  to  make  up,  together 
iih  what  I  have  given  by  my  will,  a  legacy  of  1,000/. 
cannot  turn  ''  not  exceeding  300/."  into  500/. 


(a)  1  Fef.  ten.  106.  (c)  8  Bern.  602. 

(6)  10  Beov.  259. 
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1866. 


Feb.  15. 

During  a  vo- 
luntary wind- 
ing-up, an 
action  having 
been  brought 
against  the 
company  on 
billi  of  ex- 
change, the 
Court  stayed 
execution  only, 
and  directed 
the  costs  to 
be  added  to 
the  debt. 


THE  PENINSULAR,  Sec,  BANKING  COMPANY. 

npHIS  company,  incorporated  in  1864,  was  being 
wound  up  voluntarily.  In  January ,  1866,  and 
after  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up,  an  action 
had  been  brought  by  a  creditor  against  the  company  on 
twelve  bills  of  exchange,  and  on  the  16th  of  Febnutnff^ 
the  Piaintifis  would  be  entitled  to  sign  judgment. 

Mr.   Cottrel  now  moved,  under  ''The   Compaoi 
Act,  1862"  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  129),  to  stay  aU  further 
proceedings  in  the  action. 


Jfcd 


He  cited  In  re  Keynsham  Company  {a);    Re  Xifc ^ ^/a 
Association  of  England,  Limited  (J>). 


Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Druce,  contra,  argued,  tb^^rAat 
the  power  to  grant  injunctions  did  not  apply  to  a  voitLac^oi}. 
tary  winding-up. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  stay  execution  only,  and  the  creditor  can  go  ^k3  in 
under  the  winding-up.  He  must  add  his  costs  to  T  bia 
debt,  I  cannot  make  him  pay  costs. 


(a)  33  Beav.  123. 


(6)  12  W.  Rep.  1069. 
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BUCKLAND  v.  PAPILLON.  Jan.  17. 18. 

Feb,  8. 
^HE  case  came  on  for  argument  on  general  demurrer  Under  an 
to  the  Plaintiff  *s  bills,  which  in  effect  stated  as  ^^fo*^"" 

^i:^  I  lows  : —  three  years, 

with  an  option 

^3n  the  27th  September,  1866,  the  Defendant  agreed  |^  ^i^^^^Jf^^,^. 

Zi€>         frant  a  lease  of  the  oflSces  and  cellars  in  the  base-  tension  of  the 

m^s^  mnt  floor  of  No.  5,   Waterloo  Place,  Pall  Mall,  to  ^J^^'^^^^r 

'  '  '        tion,  on  the 

I^X^r*...  Bloxam,  who  afterwards  became  bankrupt.  bankruptcy  of 

the  lemee, 

passes,  with 

-^^^  memorandum  of  agreement  of  that  date  was  duly  the  interest,  to 

"^  'mr^ed  by  both  parties,  whereby  the  Defendant  agreed  under^'nist 

*o     ■  ^t,  and  Bloxam  agreed  to  take,  the  offices  and  cellars  action  of  the 
^^       ——^  12&13  Vict 

^^     ^^^0.  6  for  three  years,  at  a  rental  of  60L  per  annum,  c.  106,  and 

f*'^^    from  all  taxes,  from  the  29th  of  September  then  next  ^'"^!^^^''^^^^ 

^■^^^jing.     The  memorandum  contained  the  following  the  147th  sec- 

^"^"•^m^e:— "It  is  further  agreed,  that  Papi/fon  shall,  when-  ''^jnisse  the 

®^^^  called  upon  so  to  do  hy  Bloxam,  grant  a  lease  to  him.  Defendant 

*^    ^"^  is  Bloxam's  expense,  of  the  before-mentioned  offices  o,  f.  b.  to 

•*^^^      cellars  at  the  rent  of  60/.  per  annum,  for  a  period  F^^t  htm  a 
gj^-fc^  '^  .  "^  lease  of  some 

*-  "^  ^r  of  three  years,  seven  years,  or  the  remainder  of  the  property  for 

^*"^»^,  from  this  date,  that  the  said  John  PapiUon  has  ^nKT' 

*       T^'vesent  in  his  power  to  grant ;  such  lease  to  contain  called  on  by 

^   ^    *^«  usual  covenants  for  protecting  the  interest  of  the  mnt  him  a 

®^*^     John  PapiUon:*    Then  followed  a  proviso  against  lease  for  three 

^^*"^*^ng  on  offensive  trades,  and  that  Bloxam  would  the  whole  of 

S^'^^    six  months'  notice  of  his  intention  of  leaving  or  5'"»  *^®^'^®^®'*' 

^         dant  s,  term. 

giving  In  1864,  G. 

-  -  F,B,  became 

^v*]|^^*i]pt,  and  his  assignee  sold  his  interest  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  called  on  the 

^\j5^?^^ant  to  flrant  the  extended  term :—  Ueid^  on  demurrer,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 

.  ^  ^annriso  that  a  lessee  shall  not  assign  without  the  consent  or  the  licence  of  the 
•^•**»  is  not  an  usual  covenant,  and  is  not  implied  by  the  words,  «•  the  lease  to  con- 
*^  ^^  the  usual  covenants  for  protecting  the  interest  of  the  lessor." 


CASS  DCHA5CCKT. 

ernii^  -iz  tae  ^-n.W^  pr*«'£as  t3  caie  cxpintk»  of 
tke  sere  :c  tirse  cr  srr^x  jeu^  cr  acr  odier  tenn 
thai  k:'Z^:  be  z^izzed  zz  z'^rz,  asc  :o  ieaSrer  Aem  op  in 
&§  ^X0i  a  c:oiit5cG  i;s  tf:em  exsda^  reftsooable  weir 
and  tesu'  eicfptcd, 

Mr.  jBZbxaa  eaterri  into  possesacciy  and  he  remained 
ioo  c::u:  Octu&r,  1^64,  withoat  giTiog  any 
or  appljix:^  ibr  an  exteoded 


Oq  the  ISth  0€to6€r,  1»&4,  Mr.  Bbim 
bankmpt ;   and   oa   the  och  of  Deoeaiiar,  1864, 
a«gnee  pat  ap  the  baokmpc**  interest  in  the  pieniii 
for  nie  by  aactioo.    The  Plaintiff  boi^t  it  for  6(ML 
vhicb  he  duly  paid,  and  thefevpon  the  awignee  doN 
executed  a  memorandam  of  agreement,  whereby, 
reciting  the  prerioos  agreement  and  the  contract 
aale,  the  assignee,   Pooky,   in   consideratioo  of  60/  m 

agreed  with  the  Plaintiff  that  he  would,  when  reqnl 
by  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administratorB  and 
signs  (at  his  and  their  proper  costs  and  charges), 
and  execute  all  proper  acts  and  deeds  for  the 
of  assigning  and  assuring  the  estate  and  interest  of  bin 
Poaley,  as  such  assignee,  in  the  premises   comf 
in  the  before-mentioned   agreement,  and  also  in  an 
under  the  same  agreement,  as  the  Plaintiff,  bisexecul 
administrators  and  assigns,  should  be  advised  might  I 
necessary  for  carrying  into   effect  the  tb 
recited  contract  for  sale. 

The  Plaintiff,  thereupon,  applied  to  the  Defendant    ^^^•^ 
grant  him  a  lease  of  the  offices  and  cellars  in  questic^    :^^** 
The  Defendant  refused ,  and  gave  the  Plaintiff  notice  to  qo^ 
and,  thereupon,  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  for  the  speci ' 
performance  of  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  Septemh^^   '^' 
1866.  
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18  bill  the  Defendant  demnrred,  contending  that 
IS  nothing  to  be  found  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
nabled  the  assignee  to  assign  an  option  of  this 
r.  The  section  which  relates  to  this  matter  is 
h  section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106  (which  is 
»led  or  affected  by  the  subsequent  act  of  24  & 
c.  134). 

le  Hist  section,  ^*  all  his  (the  bankrupt's)  per- 
ttte  and  effects/'  &c.,  '*  and  all  debts  due  or  to 
to  him/'  &C.9  become  absolutely  vested  in  the 
Sj  by  virtue  of  their  appointment.  And  by  the 
ection,  ''all  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments" 
copyhold,  &c.),  and  ''  all  interest  to  which  such 
»i  is  entitled  in  any  of  such  lands,  tenements  or 
ments,"  &c.,  ''shall  become  absolutely  vested 
isignees/'  &c.,  "  by  virtue  of  their  appointment, 
any  deed  of  conveyance  for  that  purpose." 

le  147th  section,  which  relates  to  powers,  it  is 
,  "That  all  powers  vested  in  any  bankrupt, 
le  might  legally  execute  for  his  own  benefit 
the  right  of  nomination  to  any  ecclesiastical 
0,  may  be  executed  by  the  assignees,  for  the 
3f  the  creditors,  in  such  manner  as  the  bankrupt 
lave  executed  the  same/' 

Jessel  and  Mr.  72.  Willan  in  support  of  the 
3r.  Under  the  words  "  whenever  called  upon  so 
K>me  limit  of  time  must  be  placed,  within  which 
on  must  be  exercised.  It  must  be  restricted  either 
hree  years  or  to  the  time  during  which  Bhxam 
id  in  possession  of  the  property;  here  that 
ion  ceased  on  his  bankruptcy  in  October ^  1864. 
stinguishes  the  case  from  Moss  v.  Barton  (a), 

where 
(fl)  Ante,p,  197. 


\ 


2M  CUSES  OS  CHAXCEET. 


196S.  vline  the  tenaat  bad  rrmirnrd  in  paneasioo  of  the  pro- 
perty sBUil  he  let^iiiieai  the  lesnr  to  grant  the  extended 
teffv.  Agsfoy  thk  k  m  acre  opdon  vhich  was  peraooal 
Pahuax.  lo  Bla;zam;  hs  ''usagnecs"'  are  not  mentioned,  aod 
theicfcffe  be  alooe  codM  eserrke  it.  In  this  respect 
an  option  ddSers  Gpob  an  eitate  or  an  interest  in  an 
estate. 

Uoder  the  Ulst,  142kMl  and  147ch  sections  of  the      ^ 
12  &  13  Firt.  c.  106,  which  are  not  repealed  by  ^  71e     ^ 
Bmmkrwptey  Ad,  1S61  "^  (24  Jt25  Fact,  c  134).  the  ;3^ 
Phinciff  has  no  title ;  for  this  option  did  not  pass  as^^^ 
*  personal  estate  and  etfects  *  nnder  the  141st  section^.     , 
or  as  ^  iands,  teoements  and  hereditaments  nnder 
142nd  sectioo,  nor  k  it  a  power  within  the  147th  i 
As  property,  the  leasehold  interest  never  rested  in 
aasigiiccs  until  they  had  elected  nnder  the  13  k  1- 
Fict.  c  10e>,  s.   145;    natxl  then,  Bbna 
the  teoact,  and  he  has  executed  no  ass^nment  to 
naintiff.     Erea  if  the  right  of  option  comes  within  1 
147th  scctioa  as  a  power,  still  the  assignees  ooaU 
assign  or  delegate  it  to  the  Plaintiff;  all  they  are 
powered  to  do  is  to  execute  it  as  the  bankrapt 
hare  executed  the  same. 

The  words  ''such   lease  to  contain  all   the 
coreoants  for  protecting  the  inter^t  of  the  said  Jq 
PapiUomJ*  would  imply  a  proviso  against 
without  the  licence  of  the  lessor,  which  has  now 
not  only  necessary  but  usual.     If  that  be  the  case,  it. 
dear,  from  the  decisions,  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  has 
such  licence,  has  no  title  to  relief. 

Lastly,  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parLx^=«. 
BloxoMy  to  whom  the  lease  must,  in  the  first  instacn^r^ 
be  granted,  in  order  that  the  Defendant  may  haie   ^be 


I 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  286 

benefit  of  his  covenants,  Dowell  v.  Dew  (a\  is  a  neces-        1866. 
«ary  party,  so  likewise  is  his  assignee,  Mr.  Pooley,  ^•^•v^^-' 

BUCKLAHD 
V. 

Mr.  Hobkouse  and  Mr.    W.  W.  Cooper  in  support     Papillok. 
of  the  bill.    The  case  of  Moss  v.  Barton  (b)  is  deci- 
sive on  the  point  that  a  tenant's  right  of  exercising 
<J)e  option  of  extending  his  term  continues  until  the 
tenancy  has  terminated.     Where  a  tenant  holds  over, 
the  original  terms  of  his  tenancy  continue  the  same 
Wk9   before,  and  this  right  of  option  was  one  of  them. 
Thi&  doctrine  has  been   acted  on  in  the  case   of  an 
option  to  purchase  under  a  partnership  deed  after  the 
tersza.  bad  expired  ;  Essex  v.  Essex  (c).     The  insertion 
of  C*ie  word  ''assigns"  was  perfectly  unnecessary,  for 
^e        Tight  of  assignment  is  incident  to  the  estate  of  a 
iess^^^^  unless  it  be   expressly  restrained;    Church  v. 
-^rc^r^umiji) ;  and  here  the  right  of  option  is  part  of  the 

l^'-^e  bankruptcy  of  Bhxam  creates  no  objection  to 

th6       aright  to  specific  performance,  for  it  does  not  dis- 

cb^*^^ge  the  contract  entered  into  for  valuable  considera- 

tioi^     ^     Crosbie  ▼.  Tooke  {e) ;    Morgan  v.  Rhodes  (/) ; 

0f(^^=^he  V.  Hewitt  (g). 

^l^c  right  in  question    passed,   under    the    Bank- 

^y^^y  Act,  with  the  property,  it  is  similar  to  a  right  to 

^e^^^ine  a  lease  on  notice,  or  to  a  condition  to  extend 

^e  interest  on  A.^s  coming  from  Rome.     In  that  view, 

'^  is  not  a  discretion  which  cannot  be  delegated,  it  is 

I'lK^  the  lease  itself,  if  the  lease  be  not  personal  the 

option  is  not  personal.     But  it  may  pass,  under  the 

147th 

la)  1  T. if  Col,  {C.C)  345.  (f)  1  Myl.  *  K.  431. 

(b)  Ante  p.  197.  (/*)  lb.  435. 

(e)  20  Beav.  442.  (V)  3   Vea.  253,  and  p.  255, 

(d)  15  Va.  264.  note. 


_t       ^rfinr-     ":k. 


.Xt^     ▼ 


-:^        ^,^-Jir^U 
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the  lessor,  did  not  destroy  the  original  agreement,  or        1866. 
enable  the  lessor  successfully  to  contend  that  it  hM 
been  waived. 

I  think  the  only  question  on  this  demurrer  is,  whether 
this  option,  which  belonged  to  the  bankrupt,  passed  to 
his  assignees.  The  proviso  to  grant  a  new  lease  at  the 
option  of  the  lessee  forms  part  of  the  agreement  of  27th 
September,  1856,  which  was  entered  into  for  a  valuable 
consideration;  it  is,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  a  con- 
tract made  with  Bloxam  by  the  Defendant,  the  per- 
formance of  which  Bloxam  might  have  enforced  at 
any  time  before  his  bankruptcy,  unless  he  had  waived 
or  abandoned  it,  which,  as  I  have  already  stated  on  the 
facts  stated  in  this  bill,  in  my  opinion  he  did  not.  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  whole  of  his  interest  in  this  contract 
must  be  included  in  the  words  ''  personal  estate  and 
effects  present  and  future"  of  the  Hist  section  of  the 
Act  of  1849.  I  should  have  considerable  doubt  whether 
the  bankrupt's  option  to  take  a  lease  could  be  held  to  be 
a  power  within  the  147th  section  of  that  act;  but  I 
think  that  the  option  is  part  of  the  interest  contained  in 
the  agreement,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  interest  of  the 
bankrupt  in  that  agreement  is  part  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  bankrupt 

The  agreement  of  27th  September,  1 856,  is  not  one 
which  requires  any  skill  or  discretion  for  its  performance 
by  Bloxam,  and  it  could,  therefore,  be  assigned  by  him, 
unless  an  intention  to  the  contrary  can  be  collected  from 
the  contents  of  the  agreement  itself.  If  the  agreement 
had  contained  a  proviso  that  the  lease  should  not  be 
assigned,  then  I  think  that  the  option  to  take  a  new 
lease  would  not  have  passed  to  the  assignee,  unless  with 
the  consent  of  the  Defendant. 
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1866. 


Id  Weati^rall  w.  GeeriMg(a\  Sir  WilBam  Gmt 
loosed  to  order  the  intfiHifd  lesflora  to  execute  soch  t 
lease,  where  there  was  a  proviso  against  assignment 
without  licence  of  the  lessor,  and  the  intended  iesMe 
had  assigned  his  interest  nnder  the  agreement,  and  had 
also  taken  the  benefit  of  an  act  for  the  relief  of  insol* 
Tent  debtors ;  and  in  his  jodgment  Sir  Wittiam  Grtad 
appears  to  hare  doubted  whether  the  specific  per* 
fonnance  of  any  agreement  for  a  lease  not  contaioii^ 
snch  a  proviso  coald  be  enforced  in  fiiror  of  the  assigns 
of  the  intended  lessee.  Bat,  if  that  was  his  opinion,  itis, 
in  that  respect,  orermled  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the 
case  of  Crosbie  t.  Tooke  (6),  where  he  enforced  spedie 
performance  of  sach  an  agreement  in  favor  of  tHe 
assignee  of  the  intended  lessee  who  had  become  bank- 
rupt, and,  at  the  same  time,  be  distinguished  that  case 
from  the  case  of  Weatherall  v.  Geering,  by  the  circum- 
stance, that,  in  that  latter  case,  the  lease  to  be  granted 
was  to  contain  a  covenant  not  to  assign  without  the 
licence  of  the  lessor. 


The  next  case,  in  the  same  volume,  of  Morgan  v. 
Rhodes  (c)  is  to  the  same  eflect ;  and  this  also  seems  to 
have  been  the  principle  which  governed  the  case  of 
DoweU  V.  Dew{d)y  on  which  the  Defendant  relied. 
In  that  case,  a  lease  for  fourteen  years  had  been  granted 
to  William  Dowell,  which  contained^a  proviso  that  the 
same  should  be  forfeited,  if  the  lessee,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns  should  alien,  &c.  without  the 
consent  of  the  lessor.  A  short  time  before  the  determi- 
nation of  the  lease,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  by 
the  lessor  with  John  Dowell,  in  whom  the  lease  was 
then  vested,  to  grant  to  him  another  lease  for  fourteen 

years 


(a)  12  Vet,  504. 

(b)  1  My.  4  K,  431. 


(c)  1  MyL  ^  K.  435. 
((/)  1  r.  4-  C  (C.  C.)  345. 
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years  "on  the  same  terms  as  the  last."     On  a  suit  for        1866. 
specific  performance  brought  by   ITiomas  Dowell,  the 
2>rother  and  alienee  of  John  Dowell,  the  Lord  Justice 
^J^niffht  Bruce,  then  Vice-Chancellor,   held,   that    the     Pafillom 
Piwntiff  was  not  entitled  to  have  a  lease  granted  to  him 
W9^i  cJiout  giving  to  the  lessors  the  personal  liability  of  John 
^Jg^^^iwell  for  the  due  performance  of  the  covenants.    This 
^y^M^s^^  was  brought  by  appeal  before  Lord  Lyndhurst,  as 
CI^M:m  .^ncellor,  who  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
c^M  'M  OTf  but  (as  appears  by  the  report  of  it  in  the  Law 
«^^:>  ^B^^mal  (a)  )  expressly  on  the  ground  that  a  clause 
B^^^am^  'inst  alienation  had  been  inserted  in  the  first  lease, 
nvl^  m.  ^h  governed  the  agreement  with  John  DowelL     His 
l-ao^c^^ship  is  represented  to  have  said: — 

^  ^    The  next  objection  is  founded  on  the  assignment 
t^  i  '^"■r-mout  licence  otJohn  Dowell,  the  tenant,  to  his  brother 
yVi.  ^ij^^as.     If  a  lease  had  been  granted  in  pursuance  of 
tt^^       agreement  and  that  lease  had  been  assigned,  it  would 
\>^"^^  ^  been  a  forfeiture,  but  such  forfeiture  might  have 
b^^a:^  waived.     The  question,  however,  remains  to  be  de- 
c^^^cJ,  whether,  with  reference  to  the  object  of  the  present 
^^^i^^y  the  same  principle  would  apply  to  the  agreement. 
\^  is   clear  that  if  it  were  not  for  this  clause  against  as- 
e^gning  without  leave,  the  agreement  would  be  binding, 
^^i    might  be  enforced  by  Thomas  Dowell  the  assignee. 
*ne  same  consequence  would  follow  notwithstanding  the 
renewal,  if  leave  had  been  previously  obtained.    The  re- 
straint is  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the 
estate,  and  he  may  dispense  with  it  if  he  thinks  proper, 
eitber  before  or  after  the  assignment;  and  if  he  does  so, 
the   tenant  is  in  the  same  situation  as  if  there  was  no 
5ucH  stipulation." 


i 


y^  the  agreement  in  the  case  before  me  of  the  27th 

September^ 
(fl)   VolA2{Ch.),\Qi. 

VOL.  XXXV — II.  U 
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September,  1866,  there  is  do  intimation  that  the  lease  to 
be  granted  is  to  contain  any  clause  against  assignment, 
unless  it  be  in  the  proviso  that  the  lease  shall  contain 
the  usual  covenants  for  the  protection  of  the  lessor,  and 
in  the  absence  of  the  word  "  assigns.'*  With  regard  to  this 
pointy  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  proviso,  that  the  lessee 
shall  not  assign  without  the  consent  or  licence  of  the 
lessor,  is  not  a  usual  covenant ;  and  as  to  the  absence  of 
the  word  *' assigns*'  from  the  agreement,  having  regard  to 
the  case  of  Church  v.  Brown  (a),  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
the  absence  of  this  word  from  an  agreement  for  a  lease 
(which  is  not  I  apprehend  very  unusual)  cannot  have 
the  effect  of  preventing  the  agreement  and  interests 
under  it  from  vesting  in  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of 
the  intended  lessee;  and  if  it  vests  in  the  assignees  in 
bankruptcy,  it  is  clear  that  it  may  be  assigned  by  them. 


I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  which  purports 
to  assign  this  interest  from  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy 
to  the  Plaintiff  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  that  the 
right  to  enforce  this  option  is,  upon  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  bill,  vested  in  the  Plaintiff. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  demurrer  must  be 
overruled. 

(a)  15  Vci.  258. 


Note.— Affirmed  by  Lord  Chelmsford,  L.  C,  23  Nov.  1866.— 
36  L.  J.  (CA.)  81. 
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SCOTT  V.  KEY. 

Ju/y  11,  12. 
npHE  testator  bequeathed  two-thirds  of  his  property  Bequest  to 
-■-      ''to  his  dear  wife  Margaret  Scott,  to  be  at  her  Srof thl"^ 
fole  and  entire  disposal  for  the  maintenance  of  herself  residue,  "  to 
<ind  such  child  or  children  as  he  might  leave  by  herS^  ^^^  entire 

Secondly,  he  bequeathed   the  remaining   one-third    to  disposal,  for 
_  rt/\/>»  t  •     /  1  »  \  ^^®  main- 

three  trustees,  to  pay  300c.  a  year  to  his  (the  testator  s)  tenance  of 

father  and  mother,  and  he  proceeded  as  follows : — On  **^'f®^t?, "^ 

■^  .    .  such  child  or 

their  deaths,  '*  the  balance  remaining  of  the  principal  children  as  I 
and  interest  of  the  said  one-third  of  my  property  to  go  ^^j)^^}i^l( 
to  my  dear  wife,  being  well  assured  that  she  will  hus-  that  the  widow 
band  the  means  that  may  be  left  to  her  by  me  with  every  controlled" 

prudence  and  care,  for  the  sake  of  herself  and  any  chil-  power  over  the 

income  so 

dren  that  I  may  leave  by  her."  long  as  the 

children  were 
maintained, 
The  testator  died  in  1842,  leaving  his  widow  and  one  and  that  the 

child,  a  daughter,  who  married  in  1862.    The  testator's  cWldren  to^ 

parents  were  dead,  and   the  question  arose  as  to  the  maintenance 

interests  of  the  mother  and  daughter  under  the  will.         at  twenty-one. 

Bequest  of 
.  «      •       1  1  *^®  principal 

The   Plaintin,  the  widow,  submitted   that  she  was  and  interest  of 

entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  or,  at  °^e"^d^„e^io 

all  events,  to  one  undivided  third  part  thereof.  a  widow, 

'*  being  well 
assured  that 
Mr.  C  T.  Simpson,  for  the  widow,  argued  that  there  «^«  ^*ll 

11  '/*.      t*    \       A  i«j  1  -1  husband  the 

Was  an  absolute  gift  of  the  two-thirds  to  the  widow,  means  that 

subject  to  a  discretionary  trust  to  support  the  daughter,  J™*^.**^  ^®^  ^ 

which  had  ceased  on  her  marriage.    Secondly,  that  the  with  every 

widow  ^^ZZ' 
sake  of  herself 
and  children:** — Htld^  that  this  raised  no  precatory  trust,  and  that  the  widow  took 
absolutely. 

u2 
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widow  was  absolutely  entitled  to  the  remaining  one- 
third,  there  being  no  precatory  trust  created  by  the 
expression,  that  she  would  manage  the  property  given 
to  her  "  with  prudence  and  care." 

He  cited  Carr  v.  Living  (a) ;   Camden  v.  Benson  (J). 

Mr.  Edward  Smith  and  Mr.  Rendall^  for  the  daughter,  ^  ^.^ 
argued  that  there  was  a  trust  affecting  the  whole  for— ;^  ^ 
the  maintenance  of  the  daughter.  .  .  _ 

They  cited  Woods  v.  Woods  (c);  Crockett  v.Crockett{d) . 
Gully  V.  Cregoe  {e) ;    Hart   v.   Tribe  (/) ;    Raikes 
Ward(g). 


[^The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     I  think  the  widow  j 

entitled  to  one-third,  and  I  wish  to  hear  the  Plaint"  {j 

as  to  whether  she  is  not  entitled  to  the  two-thirds 
life.] 

Mr.    Simpson    in    reply    referred    to    Robinson 
Ticketl{h)]  Hamleyy.  Gilbert  {i). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  present  impression  is,  that,  as  to  the  two-thir* 
all  that  the  widow  takes  is  an  absolute  interest  in  ^^  ^^ 
income  of  that  fund  during  her  life. 

With  respect  to  the  one-third  I  am  satisfied  she  tali^^  ^ 
an  absolute  interest,  for  it  is  to  go  to  her,  the  testat^c^r 

(a)  28  Bfor.  644,  and  33  Beav.  (f)  32  Beav.  279,  and  1  D.  0-, 

474.  J.  4- S.  418. 

(6)  4  L.  J.  (CA.)  256.  (g)  1  Hare,  445. 

(f )  1  3/y/.  4"  Craig,  401.  (A)  8  Va.  142. 

(</)  2  PAi7%,  553.  (I)  Jacob,  354. 
(r)  24  Bear.  185. 
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being  assured   that  she  will  husband  it  with  care  and        1865. 
prudence  for  the  sake  of  herself  and  the  children. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  trust  of  the  two-thirds  termi- 

nsktes  with  the  infancy  or  marriage  of  the  children,  i.e., 

//  Js  given  to  the  widow  at  her  sole  and  entire  disposal 

for   tine  maintenance  of  hei-self  and  children.     She  is  to 

ju<i^^  how  much  of  it  Is  necessary  to  maintain  them. 

BuEt   cran  that  be  effected  if  the  two-thirds  are  given  to 

her     absolutely?     She  might  then  dispose  of  the  whole 

funcj^     and  there  would  be  nothing  remaining  for  the 

supp^ort  of  the  children. 

I  ^  ^  child  attained  twenty-one,  and  had  no  means  of 

8op»i>ort,  would  not  the  widow   be  bound  to  maintain 

sacrFi     <;hild  ?     If  this  child  attained  twenty-one,  and  had 

no      irEEeans   of  support,  would  she  not   be  entitled   to 

ni^^r^  Penance?     So  if  she  married,  and  the  Plaintiff  was 

of    op>inlon  that  she  did  not  then  require  support,  but 

tb^   cihild  afterwards  became  a  widow  and  had  no  means 

of  ^^i  Import,  surely  she  would  be  entitled  to  some  means 

of   ^^^pport.     I  do  not  know  how  to  give  effect  to  this, 

^^^^'ptby  saying,  that  Margaret  Scott  has  an  absolute 

Ji»^      interest  in  the  fund,  subject  to  providing  for  the 

ii^^^Bsary  maintenance  of  the  children. 

^'V'ith  respect  to  the  one-third,  it  is  given  to  her  abso- 

|%t"te\y  J  for  the  expression  of  the  testator's  assurance  that 

^^  will  husband  her  means  is  a  mere  piece  of  advice,  and 

\  ^ni  satisfied,  without  going  into  those  cases  which  re- 

0ftinble  and  are  cited  in  Knight  v.  Boughton{a),  that  this 

i«  not  a  precatory  trust  which  the  Court  would  enforce 

as  to  the  one-third.     I  am  disposed  to  say  that  the  Court 

is  of  opinion  that,  at  all  events,  she  take  the  two-thirds 

for  life  absolutely,  it  being  at  her  sole  discretion  how  she 

and 
(a)  12  Beav,  312. 
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and  her  child  are  to  be  maintained^  and  then  I  shall  give 
a  general  liberty  to  apply  without  expressing  what  tbe 

Scott        rights  after  her  life  may  be.     I  will  consider  the  case. 

Key. 


The  M ASTBR  of  the  Rolls. 

July  12.  In  this  case,  I   have  no  additional  observations  to 

make.  I  am  of  opinion,  after  referring  to  all  the  cases, 
that  they  confirm  the  view  I  took  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  argument  with  respect  to  the  one-third,  that  -it 
clearly  belongs  to  the  widow,  and  that  the  words  do 
nor  create  any  trust  at  all.  There  is  a  gift  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest,  and  the  rest  are  general  words  ex- 
pressive of  an  assurance  that  she  will  husband  her  means 
for  the  sake  of  herself  and  children,  but  there  is  no  trust 
for  the  children.  This  is  borne  out  by  a  series  of  cases, 
of  which  Knight  v.  Broughton  is  one  of  the  last. 

With  respect  to  the  two-thirds,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
she  has  an  uncontrolled  discretion  over  the  income,  and 
may  apply  it,  as  she  thinks,  fit,  for  the  maintenance  of 
herself  and  children.  No  doubt  she  will  maintain 
herself;  and  so  long  as  the  child  is  maintained,  the 
Court  cannot  interfere,  but  the  interest  of  the  child  does 
not  terminate  at  twenty-one,  because  events  may  occur 
which  may  make  it  essential  that  she  should  have  a 
maintenance.  The  widow  does  not  take  an  absolute 
interest  in  the  fund  for  life,  for  the  child  must  be  main- 
tained. I  express  no  opinion  of  the  rights  after  the 
widow's  death,  but  I  shall  give  liberty  to  apply. 

DeCREE. 

Declare  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  residaaiy 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  to  the  income  of  the  remaining  two-third* 
of  the  said  estate,  so  long  as  the  testator's  child  is  maintained,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  has  uncontrolled  power  over  the  disposition  cf  tbe 
said  income  so  long  as  the  said  child  is  maintained. — Reg,  Lib,  1865, 
Bjol  1668. 
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PERCY  V.  PERCY. 

Jan.  19. 

THHE  testator  died  in  1847,  having  by  his  will  devised  A  testator  di- 

•^      the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  [^gtees  to 

executors,   upon  trust,  to    convert   and   invest  at  in-  convert  the 

1       r  1 1       •        residue  of  bU 
terest,  and  stand  possessed  thereof  upon  the  following  real  and  per- 

^g^  . sonal  estate, 

and  to  invest 

In  trust  to  set  apart  and  invest  so  much  money  as  i^ioney  as 

nrould  produce  the  clear  annual  sum  of  200/.,  and  pay  ^""^^  produce 

.  ^  r  J    200/,  a-year, 

;be  said  annual  sum  to  his,  the  testator's,  wife  Susanna  and  to  pay  it 

Percy  during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  stand  ^^  *!"  ^jj^® 

ind  be  possessed  of  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  life.    And  he 

estates,  which  should  not  be  wanted  for  raising  the  said  ^juVnot^ 

innoal  sum  of  200/.,  and  also  of  the  whole  of  his  said  wanted  for 

real  and  personal  estates,  after  the  decease  of  his  said  to  other^i^' 

Bvife  (including  the  sum  to  be  set  apart  for  raising  the  «^""*    '^he 

mid  annual  sum  of  200/.  for  her)  upon  trust  for  certain  vived  five 

persons  therein  named.  fheKJncy 

of  the  income 

Susanna  Percy  died  in  1852.  ^^  paVher  "^ 

annuity 

The  Chief  Clerk  found  as  follows  : —  nearly  700/. 

Held,  that  the 
The  rents,  profits  and  income  of  the  real  and  per-  deficiency 

M>nal  estate,  received  during  the  lifetime  of  Susanna  oiu  oTthe  ^ 

Percy,  were  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity  corpus. 

in  foil.     The  executors  made  payments  to  her  amounting 

in  the  whole  to  708/.  5s.  \d.  on  account  of  the  annuity, 

which  sum  exceeded  the  income  actually  produced  from 

the  real  and  personal  estate  during  her  life  by  the  sum 

of  3951.  14*.  5c/.,  but  fell  short  of  payment  in  full  of  the 

annuity  by  186/.  lOs.  3e/.,  which  he  found  remained  due 

to 


2M  c_ljZ2  zf  CHjJc^ax. 

I?fi8-        '*'  ""*^  israr.f  :f'  ?-iS(z:];]4£  P^rr^  ii  r«sceci  of  the  airetn 
'A  v.ii  C:nr:  --le  :  idsccc  Tiriedier  lie  l*oi.   10«.  3A 


Tie  iiiisccc  Tn:i  w'tidcijiir  ±fi  aancity  was  payable 


Tie  case  wa*  irzied  cy  Mr.  SlalLard^  Mr.  IJe  G« 
and  Mr.  Horin. 

The,  )Llste3.  <?/r.i?  Roixs  held,  that  the  legal  per- 
sccal  represeniatfTrs  cf  S^u^siaa  Percy  were  entitied  to 
hare  the  arrears  cf  the  is.zxLr.ts  cf  2i>j/.  paid  oat  of  tlie 
ecTj/vj  of  the  resi^cary  persocal  estate  of  the  testator, 
and  that  if  sach  residuary  persooal  estate  shoold  not  be 
tofficie&t,  oat  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator. 


N9TK.— 5r<  tkt  cmao  m  ike  w«  io  Eatemrtk  f .  Roikwtiij  30  Bmi. 
519. 
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Re  LATHROPP'S  CHARITY. 

Jan.  20,  22. 
n^HE  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company,  which  The  80th  sec- 
was  subject  to   the   provisions  of  "  The  Lands  s^'r/c^clS 

Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,"  took   corapulsorily  (The  Lands 
4*    1       1       1   1    1        .  1         1      •  1  Clauses  Con- 

soDie  portion  of  the  land  belonging  to  the  charity  and  golidation 

paid  the  purchase-money  into  Court.  ^^*)  is  to  he 

t^  r  J  construed 

liberally. 

After  this,  the  Court  authorized  the  trustees  to  im-  _;^^^"„  .^Jt 
'  company  took 

prove  the  supply  of  water  to  the  town  of  Uttoxeter  and  lands  belong- 
to  raise  a  sufficient  sum  for  that  purpose.  charity,  and 

the  Court 
.  .  authorized  the 

The  trustees  now  presented  a  petition  for  the  payment  investment  of 

out  of  Court  of  this  fund  for  the  purposes  sanctioned  *^«  purchase^ 

»      ^  money  in 

by  the  Court,  and  they  asked  that  the  company  might  water-works. 

pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  SS^!.y'm«t 

pay  the  costs 
-,      __.  _  .  -    ,  .  .  mi  of  a  petition 

Mr.  Wickens  m  support  of  the  petition.     1  he  com-  f^  payment 

pany,  who  have  taken  the  land  under  the  powers  of  the  ^***  ?^*^® 
,  ,  ,  /.,...  purchase- 

act,  are  bound  to  pay  the  expenses  of  obtainmg  it  out  money. 

of  Court.  Substantially,  what  is  asked  is  the  payment 
to  the  rightful  owners,  and  its  application  is  a  matter  of 
no  importance.  The  case  of  Re  Oxford,  ^c,  Rail- 
way (a),  which  will  be  cited,  was  decided  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Re  Buckinghamshire  Railway  Company  (i),  but 
the  point  has  since  been  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wood, 
who  has  decided,  in  Re  Incumbent  of  Whitfield  (c),  that 
where  the  purchase-money  for  the  glebe  had  been  laid 
out  in  building  the  parsonage,  the  costs  of  obtaining 

payment 

(a)  27  Brao,  571.  (c)  1  John,  Sf  Hem.  610. 

(6)  14Jttr.l065. 
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1866.       payment  ought  properly  to  be  borne  by  the  company. 

"■-^^^^-^       He  cited  Hodges  on  Railways  (a). 

Lathropp's 

Charity.  Mr.  W.  J.  Bovill  for  the  company.    This  is  an  ap- 

plication for  payment  to  the  waterworks,  and  it  is  not 
such  an  investment  as  is  authorized  by  the  80th  section 
of  the  act  {b),  and,  therefore,  the  costs  are  not  payable  b; 
the  company.     The  case  is  governed  by  Re  Bucking 
hamshire  Railway  Company  (c),  followed  by  Re  Oxfon 
^c,  Railway  Company  {d).    The  case  of  Re  T/ie  In 
cumbent  of  Whitfield  (e)  is  inapplicable,  for  there  the  ap 
plication  of  the  money  was  one  authorized  by  the  acifr-- 
bat  the  act  sanctions  no  investment  in  waterworks. 

Mr.  Wickens  in  reply.    This  must  be  treated  as 
investment.     If  a  sum  had  been  invested  in  a  mortgaj 
the  application  for  its  payment  would  properly  be 
able  by  the  company,  who  have  rendered  the  applicati 
necessary.   This  fund  is  asked  for  for  the  same  purpcv 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Jan.  22.  After  examining  the  cases  on  this  subject,  I  th  S  ^ok 

that,  in  this  case,  according  to  the  act,  the  compfc«-  ^Y 
ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition.  In  the  cas^  ^^ 
The  Buckingham  Railway  Company,  the  Lord  Cb.«=^°" 
cellor  held,  that  a  company  was  not  bound  to  pay  -^^  "^ 
costs  of  a  petition  for  the  investment  of  the  money  ■-  ^^'" 
out  in  the  erection  of  buildings,  and  I  followed  that  ^^^' 
cision  in  Ex  parte  Melward  (/).     Since  then,  the  m»-  '•^  ^^^ 


t&s 


(fl)  Page  456  (3rd  ed.)  (d)  27  Beav.  571. 

(6)  8  Vict.  c.  18.  (e)  1  John.  ^  Hem.  610. 

(c)  14  Jur.  1065.  {/)  27  Beav.  571. 
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huB  come   before  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood,   in  the  1866. 

case  of  ITie  Incumbent  of  Whitfield  {a),  in  which  case  ^-^v-^^ 

he  thought  that,  under  the  80th  section  of  the  Lands  Lathropp*» 

Clauses  Consolidation  Act  (8  Vict.  c.  18),  the  company  Charity. 
was  bound  to  pay  the  costs. 

I  have  again  referred  to  that  act,  and  I  think  that  the 
80th  section  does  apply  to  this  case.     I  think  the  section 
IB  a  remedial  one  and  ought  to  be  construed  liberally, 
sod  though  it  may  be  true,  that  when  much  expense  is 
^'^asioned  by  an  application  for  leave  to  lay  out  the 
monej^  in  the  erection  of  buildings,  the  company  ought 
Aot  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs,  and  that  there 
ought  to  be  an  apportionment ;  still,  as  in  fact  is  the 
^8e    here,  where  the  petition  is  little   more   than   an 
application  to  pay  out  the  money  to  persons  or  a  corpo- 
ration which  the  Court  has  declared  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive it,  in  such  a  case,  it  must,  I  think,  be  considered 
^  partaking  of  that  character  and  be  one  which  the 
company  must  pay  for. 

In  truth,  here  it  is  either  a  payment  to  the  charity  or 
H  18  On  application  to  have  the  money  invested  in  certain 
'^^ter^orks.  In  either  case,  I  think  that  the  railway 
^^'^P^ny  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition. 

(a)  I  John,^  Hem,  610. 
Reg.  Lib.  1866,  B.,/ot.  220. 


{ 


CASIS'  IK  CHAKC£S3r. 


KEA'Y rj]V'  b}  Jona    5ext  Friend)  r.  KE?nrOX. 
K£>T05  byJaiit  KeryoD  Widow  .>"exl  Friend) 

r.  Exis'TON. 
F€i.  E. 
Tvt>nihibttc    TTHESE  TWO  Bnitt  were  instiLnted  on  behalf  of  !■- 
OD  bdaafof**^  ^°^  ^^  ^^  same  purpose.    TT«  seoood  M, 

inbiits  for  ibt   beinc  &  fr»endlT  one,  b  Qscree  hud  been  obtained  n  * 
same  puruuvt.    ,     r  "     -,      r^       '        -iii-i  -l  i_- 

«Dd  «  dem«     uefure  the  nrst  could  be  brongnt  to  a  nearmg. 

Lad  lieeu  uW 

t«oed  ill  tLt  ..      . 

•ecoDd.  l'}fos      A  motioD  was  now  made  to  f^T  the  proceedmpM 

finK  suit,  tiM: 

it  to  be  •teved,  Mr.  Sebcym  azKi  Mr.  C  Rcmpdl  in  support  of  tke 

gjrio^  nu-'rtv '  application. 

frieud  Id  tlie 

P^L*^  Mr.  Jett^/  and    Mr.  Shfpperd,  amfri,  asked  tW 

fMiAsaandibit  the  next  friend  in  the  first  suit  might  be  substituted » 

*^  the  suit.     Xanmty  t.  Wymnia);   Taylor  t.  04tta«(*Vi 


7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  must  stop  the  first  suit. 

I  accede  to  the  argument  that  it  is  often  for  tP^ 
benefit  of  an  infant,  that  a  suit  on  his  behalf  should  ^ 
conducted  by  a  next  friend,  not  friendly  to  the  D-^ 
fendant,  who  is  an  accounting  party.  But  I  should  lil^ 
to  know  more  about  this  case,  which  I  shall  in  Charobei^' 

Isb^ 

{a)  2  Jur.  (O.   5.)   962   {re-  (6)  Jacob,  527. 

verndby  Lord  CotUnham),  (c)  2  Drew,  Sf  Sm.  444. 
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I  shall  direct  the  costs  of  the  first  suit  to  be  costs  in  the 
second,  and  give  the  next  friend  in  the  first  suit  liberty 
to  go  in  and  ask  to  be  allowed  the  conduct  of  the 
second  suit. 


MULLINS  V.  HUSSEY. 


Feb.  12. 


^TlHIS  was  a  motion  to  discharge  John  Parr,  a  pur-  Where,  upon 
"*"       chaser  under   the  Court,  from   his  purchase,  (it  the  Court,  the 

Viavins  been  determined  that  there  was  no  valid  title,)  title  turned 
^  '^  out  bad: — 

,^nd  to  have  his  costs   paid    by  Mr.   W.  Stephens,  a  He^,  that  the 

:MI>efendant,  to  whom  the  Court  had  given  the  conduct  g"/^^X' """ 

^^  f^    the  sale.  charged,  was 

not  entitled  to 
his  costs  as 
!9n  1863,  the  property  was  ordered  to  be  sold,  and  against  a  De- 
— -  — _  Tx  /•     J  njr       o       »  1  fendant  to 

^mrm  ^==^    Defendant  Mr.  otepnens,  who  was  a  mortgagee,  whom  the 

^mrrm  wi  directed  to  have  the  conduct  of  the  sale.  conduct  of  the 

sale  had  been 
committed  by 

~-^'he  property  was  sold  by  auction  in  the  same  year,  g®^  hi^nVhu 

t>^»  -"^^  in  1866  the  Chief  Clerk  certified  that  a  good  title  as  against  any 

^^^  Id  not  be  made.     The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  ^ight  come 

■cSifierent  opinion,  but  his   decision  was  reversed  in  into  Court, 

^_         »  were  reserved. 

^^'^:ember,  1866,  by  the  Lords  Justices. 


Ir.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Surrage  for  the  purchaser. 
^'^  ^^:^=^en  a  purchaser  under  the  Court  is  discharged,  the 
^^*  ^^  is,  if  there  be  a  fund  in  Court,  to  direct  payment  out 
^^       ^uch  fund  ;  Perkins  v.  Ede  (a).     But  if  there  be  no 
^^■^^^  in  Court,  the  Plaintiff  is  ordered  to  pay  them,  with- 
out   prejudice  to  how  they  are  ultimately  to  be  borne; 
^'f^^ith  V.  Nelson  (6) ;  Berry  v.  Johnson  (c).     Here,  the 

Plaintiff 

1.0)  16  Bcav.  268.  (c)  2   Younge  ^  C.   (Exch.) 

(6)  2  Sim.  4  Si.  557.  564. 
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1866.  Plaintiff  has  not,  as  is  usual,  the  conduct  of  the  sale, 
and  he  is  abroad,  and  Stephens,  who  has  taken  upon 
himself  the  conduct  of  the  sale,  stands  in  his  place,  and 
in  that  of  an  ordinary  vendor.  He  has  voluntarily  made 
himself  liable  to  the  purchaser.  He  is  also  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  who  having  applied  for  and  ob- 
tained the  conduct  of  the  sale,  has  sold  the  estate, 
without  the  ability  of  making  a  good  title  to  it ;  he 
ought  to  pay  the  purchaser's  costs. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  do  not  at  present 
see  my  way  to  making  this  Defendant  pay  the  coats. 
I  think  I  ought  to  reserve  the  costs  as  against  any  fund 
which  may  come  into  Court  in  this  suit.] 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Rawlinson  for  Stephens.  Every 
book  of  practice  is  against  this  application.  Seton  on 
Decrees  (a) ;  Dart  on  Vendors  (i) ;  Sugden  en  Venn 
dors  (c). 

There  is   no  contract  by  which  the  Defendant  ha^ 
rendered  himself  liable  at  law,  why  should  the  liability^ 
be  extended  in  equity  ?    The  sale  is  by  the  Court,  and. 
not  by  any  particular  party  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Beales  for  the  Plaintiff. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  order  the  purchaser  to  be  discharged  from  the 
purchase,  and  direct  his  costs,  charges  and  expenses, 

properly 

{a)  Page  617  {2nd  ed,)  (c)  Page  107  (14M  erf.) 

(6)  Page  763  (3rrf  ed.) 
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properly  incurred,  occasioned  by  his  bidding  for  the 
property,  and  also  his  costs  of  the  reference  as  to  title, 
and  of  all  proceedings  consequent  thereon  (but  not  in- 
cluding the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  Lords  Justices), 
and  the  costs  of  the  application,  to  be  taxed.  I  must 
reserve  the  payment  of  them,  and  give  him  liberty  to 
apply  for  payment  out  of  any  funds  that  may  be  paid 
into  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  case,  and  give  him  a 
stop  order. 

Reg.  Lib.  1866,  B.,/oL  330. 


1866. 


BRIGHOUSE  V.  MARGETSON. 

/^N  a  motion  for  an  injunction  and  receiver,  the  Defend- 
^^  ant  agreed  that  the  cause  should  be  at  once  heard, 
and  that  a  decree  should  be  taken  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  partnership  from  a  given  date,  and  for  accounts  and 
inquiries.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  thereupon,  made 
the  decree.  It  being  necessary  to  have  the  written 
consent  of  the  Defendant's  solicitor  to  set  down  the 
cause,  the  Plaintiff  applied  for  it,  but  after  a  delay  of 
two  days  the  Defendant's  solicitor  wrote  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's solicitor  to  say  that  the  Defendant  had  since  be- 
come bankrupt,  and  that  he  had  no  longer  power  to 
sign  the  consent. 

Mr.  Jessel,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  that  the  decree 
might,  notwithstanding,  be  drawn  up. 


Feb.  8, 15. 

Upon  a  mo- 
tion for  an 
injunction,  the 
Defendant 
consented  to 
an  immediate 
decree,  but  he 
became  bank- 
rupt before  the 
decree  had 
been  drawn 
up,  and  his 
written  con* 
sent  to  set 
down  the 
cause  could 
not  be  ob- 
tained.   The 
Court  made 
the  order  for 
setting  down 
the  cause  and 
dispensed  with 
the  consent. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  decree  is  that  of  the  Court.     I  will  add,  that  the 

Defendant, 
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Defendant^  by  his  counsel,  having  consented  that  the 
cause  should  be  put  in  paper,  the  Court  ordered  the 
cause  to  be  set  down  for  hearing.  I  consider  that  I 
made  an  order  to  set  it  down,  and  I  will  order  it  to  be 
set  down  nunc  pro  tunc. 


Feb.  17. 

A  person 
served  with 
the  decree 
aflerwardj 
married : — 
Held,  that  the 
proper  way  of 
oringing  the 
trustees  of  her 
marriage  set- 
tlement be- 
fore the  Court 
was  by  service 
of  the  decree. 


WHITE  V.  STEWART. 

A  LADY,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  but  had 
"^^  been  served  with  notice  of  the  decree,  under  the 
16  6^  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  42,  rule  8,  afterwards  married. 
The  question  was,  how  the  trustees  of  her  marriage 
settlement  ought  to  be  brought  before  the  Court,  and 
whether  by  an  order  of  revivor  or  supplement,  under 
the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86. 

Mr.  Eddis  for  the  PlaintiflF. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  proper  course  seems  to  me  to  be,  to  serve  them 
with  the  decree,  in  the  same  way  as  was  done  to  the 
lady  herself,  whose  interest  they  represent. 
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THE  ATTORNEY- GENERAL  ».  THE  MARKET- 
BOSWORTH  SCHOOL. 

No9,  20. 
OOME  of  the  circumstances  relating  to  this  charity  Authority 

•^    will  be  found  reported  in  the  case  of  The  Attorney-  ^""^'l  ^^  *®, 
*  ^  ^  •^    Court  to  apply 

Oenerat  v.  Dix%e{a).    The  subject  of  the  charity  was  a  to  parliament 
Church  of  England  School  founded  by  Sir   WoUtan  ^^^^^^^^Z^^. 
Dixie  at  Market- Bosworth,  in   Leicestershire.      The  ting  the  chil- 
present  state  of  the  school  requiring  a  new  scheme  of  genters  to  the 
management,  oi?e  was  prepared  under  the  decree  of  the  r,?J*®^!  °^f* 
Court,  in  this  suit,  dated  March,  1864.    This  scheme  England 
proposed  (Art.  33)  "  that  the  school  should  be  open  to  ^^^"f^   ^^» 
the   children  of  parents  of  all  religious  tenets/'  and  tion  to  par- 
(Art  38)   that  religious   instruction   should   be  given,  authority'waa 
"  by   instructing  in   the   catechism  and   doctrines  of  granted, 
the  Church  of  England,  to  those  boys  whose  parents 
should  not  object,  in  writing,  to  their  receiving  such 
lostruction.**     It  also  provided  (Art.  58),  that  "  the  sub- 
jects of  instruction,  in  the  school,  should   be  in  the 
principles  of  the  Christian  religion,  according  to  the 
doctrines  of  the  Church  of  England'*  (subject  as  before 
mentioned),  &c. 

This  scheme  could  not  be  carried  into  effect,  except 
by  means  of  an  act  of  parliament,  and  the  Attorney- 
General  asked  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  parliament 
for  an  act  to  carry  into  effect  this  scheme  for  the  future 
regulation  and  management  of  the  grammar-school. 

Sir  RoundeU  Palmer  {Attorney-Qeneral)    and   Mr. 

Bobhouse  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Mr. 
(a)  13  Ves.  519. 
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Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson  for  the  patron. 

Att.-Gbm.         ]yi,.^  Waadroffej  for  the  governors,  resisted  the  appli- 
Maekbt      cation  to  change  the  religious  character  of  the  school, 
^ce^"     He  cited  Rellmnster  Sehool{a);  Baker  ▼.  />e(6>;  and 
see  Attorney' General  v.  CUftan(c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  must  be  treated  as  a  Church  of  England  ehmriiy, 
and  I  could  not  by  possibility  sanction  any  scbeme 
that  admitted  of  any  other  instmction :  but  the  object 
proposed  has  failed,  and  cannot  now  be  carried  info 
execution.  Notwithstanding  the  statement  of  Lord 
Eldon  in  I8\0{d),  the  school  has  gone  from  bad  to 
worse,  and  the  question  now  is,  what  is  to  be  done? 
The  Charity  Commissioners,  the  Attamej^General^ 
and  the  heir  of  the  founder,  concur  in  saying,  that  this 
state  of  things  cannot  continue,  and  that  it  is  desirable 
that  a  fundamental  alteration  should  be  made  in  the 
charity,  but  this  cannot  be  made  by  the  Conrt.  No 
reported  case,  therefore,  has  any  application  to  the 
present,  the  question  being,  not  whether  this  is  a  Church 
of  JEngUmd  charity,  but  whether,  being  one,  it  is  desirable 
to  apply  to  parliament  for  a  different  destination  of  the 
revenues. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  an  application  to  parliament  is 
desirable  for  extending  the  scope  of  instruction,  and,  if 
possible,  to  admit  the  children  of  Dissenters. 

(a)  2  DeG.SfJ.  535.  (c)  32  Bmo.  596. 

(6)  S  H.qf  L.  Cos.  495.  (J)  13  Veu  519. 


NoTB.--Sfe  Reg.  Lib.  1865,  A.,fol  2493,  anJ  Reg.  Lib.  IS66, 
A.,  248.  The  act  wat  applied/or  and  received  the  Royal  Aisemt  on 
the  6th  of  August,  1866.  The  act  u  intituled  **  An  Aet  for  ike 
better  Regulation  of  the  Market  Bosworth  School "  (29  ^  30  Fict. 
c.  vUi.,  private). 
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ASPINALL  V.  DUCKWORTH. 

Feb.  23. 

rriHE  testator^s  personal  estate  was  insufficient  for  the  ^  testator  be- 

payment  of  his  debts,  but,  by  his  will  dated  in  funj  to  his 

1836,  he  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  '**?^T^^/., 

after  the  death  of  his  wife,  to  sell  and  hold  the  produce  dren  of  bis 

on  the  following  trusts :—  late  sister 

^  JD.y  as  tenants 

"  Upon  trust  to  divide  the  same  unto  and  equally  j,"  j^j^^' 

amongst  my  nephew  John  Aspinall,  and  the  children  of  any  died  be- 

niy  late  sister  Elizabeth  Bulloch^  or  their  respective  ear-  ^[0/1^^ 

ecuiors,  administrators  or  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common.  Issue,  his  share 

Provided  always  nevertheless  and  I  do  hereby  expressly  «.  lapse,"  but 

direct,  that  in  case  any  of  my  nephews  or  nieces  shall  die  S^  ^^  ^^ 

executors  as 
before  me  and  leave  issue  him  or  her  surviving,  the  estate  part  of  his 

and  interest  which  such  nephew  or  niece  would,  respec-  ^^"*^xhree 

tively,  if  livii^,  have  taken  in  the  produce  or  monies  to  of  the  children 

arise  from  my  said  freehold,  copyhold,  customary,  lease-  ^f^re  the  tes- 

hold  and  personal  estates,  shall  not  thereby  kmse,  but,  ^^J  ^^^  left 

,  1    n  1      1    It  .  /.I  no  issue:— 

m  such  case,  shall  be  held  m  trust  for  the  executors  or  //^^,  that 

administrators  of  such  nephew  or  niece,  respectively,  to  J*^®*"®  T*!Jj^j 

be  held  and  applied  as  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  whole 

such  nephew  or  niece  respectively.  Tther  members 


of  the  class. 


The  testator  died  in  Attgust,  1863,  and  his  wife  in 
October  following. 

At  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  there  were  six 
chttdren  of  hia  sister  Elizabeth  Bulloch  ;  but  they  all 
predeceased  the  testator.  Three  of  them  died  without 
issae,  and  the  other  three  left  children. 

Mr. 
x2 
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aspimall 
Duckworth. 


Mr.  Cadman  Jones,  for  the  Plaintiff  John  AspinaU, 
argued  that  no  part  of  the  fund  had  lapsed,  the  bequest, 
being  to  a  class,  between  whom  the  fund  was  to  be 
divided.     He  cited  Havergal  v.  Harrison  (a);    Hall  v.» 
Robertson  {b). 

Mr.  Finch  for  the  legal  personal  representative. 

Mr.  Mcumaghten,  for  two  co-heirs.  The  use  of 
word  ''  lapse  "  shews  that  the  gift  is  not  to  a  class  bu 
to  the  individuals,  and  in  such  a  way  that  it  wouli 
lapse  by  the  death  of  the  legatee  in  the  testator's  lifi 
time.  The  consequence  is,  that  three-sevenths  of  the  fun 
has  lapsed  for  the  benefit  of  the  co-heirs.  He  cii 
Stanhope* s  Trusts  {c)]  Ackerman  v.  Burrows  {d). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I   think  the  case  clear,  and  the  meaning  distin- 
The  testator,  it  appears,  lived  long  after  he  had  ezecot*' 
his  will,  for  the  will  is  dated  in  1836,  and  he  died 
1863.    The  result  was,  that  his  nephews  and  nieces 
died  before  him. 


(a)  7  Bern,  49. 

(h)  ^DeG.M.i  G.  781. 


fc)  27B«w.  201. 
(d)  3  Fes.  ^  B.  54. 


The  first  gift  is  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  children  of  tA^^  ^^ 
testator's  deceased  sister,  **  or  their  respective  ezecutorB,^' 
administrators  or  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common.**  IP 
the  will  had  stopped  there,  there  would  no  question  that 
it  was  a  gift  to  a  class,  and  that,  if  one  of  them  hap- 
pened to  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  survivors 
would  take  the  whole,  and  if  only  one  survived,  be 
would  take  the  whole  fund.  That  being  clear,  the  only 
question  is,  how  has  the  testator  subsequently  altered 
it  ?      He  has  added  this  proviso : — that  in  case  any 

nephew 


/ 
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WM^phew  or  niece  should  die  before  him  and  leave  issue« 
C*»  ^  interest  which  he  would  have  taken,  if  living,  shall      2"^*^^*^^ 
WM<^t  lapse  bat  become  part  of  such  nephew's  personal  «. 

^^fcate.     I  concur  that  the  word  *' lapse,*'  in  its  technical    ^uc^worti 
^^Ksse,  is  not  what  the  testator  meant,  and  tliat  he  pro- 
•>^t>I^  meant  "fail."     It  is  quite  clear,  that  indepen- 
^*^«^^ly  of  this  proviso  the  survivors,  if  any,  would  have 
^^'^^aa  the  whole,  and  that  the  shares  of  those  who  died 
*^^^5o»-e  the  testator  would  have  failed.    But  the  testator 
that  if  the  nephew  or  niece  who  died  before  him 
issue  surviving,  the  executors  of  such  nephew  or 
>^:e  were  to  be  placed  in  exactly  the  same  situation,  as 
*be  parent  had  survived* 


^r  I  were  to  give  a  technical  meaning  to  the  word 
Kpse/'  I  should  hold  that  this  was  a  division  into 
'^nths,  and  that  it  was  given  individually,  and  that 
three  died  without  issue  in.  the  testator's  lifetime^ 
-  le  was  a  lapse  of  three-sevenths. 


lot  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testator  did  not  intend 
lapse,  that  the  fund  is  divisible  into  fourths,  and  that 
Plaintiff  and  the  representatives  of  the  sister's  thsee 

Jdren  who  predeceased  the  testator  and  left  children 

h  take  one  fourth  share. 


Decree. 

that  the  monicf  ariiiiig  from  the  lale  of  the  teetator's  free-. 

^  atftte  are  divisible  in  fourths  between  the  testator's  nephew  John 
'mmli  aud  the  personal  representatives  of  the  three  children  of  the 
'•  sister  lliaabetk  Butiock  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime 
Btg.  Lib.  1866,  A.^fol,  477. 
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Feb.  14. 


BURMESTER  v.  MOXON. 


The  Court,  in  fTlHIS  was  a  foreclosnre  suit  instituted  by  the  6rat  <^ 
dMu^decJwi  mortgagee  against  the  mortgagor  and  subsequent  - 

gave  liberty  to  incumbrancere.  The  second  mortgagee  asked  for  a  sale,  , 
applyin  Cham-  but  be  objected  to  make  a  dieposit  in  Court.  This  was  * 
benforaaale.  resisted  by  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  BaggalUiy  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Svrrage  for  the  Defendants.   See  t 
16  ^  16  Vici.  c.  86,  s.  48. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Court  has  great  difficulty  in  dealing  with  these 
questions.  When  the  mortgage  is  large,  the  mor^agee 
is  sometimes  able  to  get  the  estate  for  less  than  its 
value.  Duty  on  the  other  hand,  the  first  mortgagee 
is  not  to  be  kept  out  of  his  money  during  the  pendency 
of  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for 
selling  the  mortgaged  premises.  Even  without  such  a 
suit  there  are  various  other  proceedings  which  might 
considerably  delay  the  completion  of  a  sale.  The  diffi- 
culty might  be  met  by  the  deposit  by  the  subsequent 
incumbrancer  of  a  suflScient  sum  in  Court.  This  being 
declined,  I  think  I  ought  to  see  and  judge  for  myself  in 
Chambers  whether  the  title  is  a  difficult  one  or  not,  which 
I  shall  be  able  to  ascertain  in  settling  the  conditions  of 
sale  and  reserved  bidding. 

I  think  the  proper  decree  is,  to  direct  a  common  fore- 
closure 
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ckwure,  and  give  the  Defendants  liberty  to  apply  in 
ChanberB  for  a  sale  of  the  property,  oo  such  terms  and 
on  payment  of  such  a  sum  of  money  into  Court  as  the 
Judge  shall  think  fit. 


If  I  should  be  satisfied  that  there  is  no  great  difficulty 
in  the  title,  and  if  a  sum  be  deposited  in  Court  sufficient 
to  protect  the  first  mortgagee,  I  should  be  disposed  to 
direct  a  sale  in  Chambers. 


Decree. 

After  the  common  foreclofore  mid  redemption  decree,  the  decree 
proceeded,  '*  And  any  of  the  parties  interested  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  in  Chambera  for  a  sale  of  the  said  hereditaments  upon  such  terms 
as  the  judge  shaU  direct."     lUg,  Lib.  1830,  J.foL  351. 


R€  TAYLOR. 
DAUBNEY  V.  LEAKE. 


TN  this  case  the  residue  was  divisible  among  the  first 
^  cousins  of  the  testatrix,  twenty  in  number.  Tt^y 
had  all,  except  the  Piaintifi*  Daubney,  been  served  wl^h 
Ibe  decree  and  bad  obtained  liberty  to  attend  (a). 

On  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  consideration,  they 
all  asked  for  their  costs,  including  tliose  of  taking  the 
accounts.    But — 

The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls  declined  to  give  to  each  of 
these  parties  the  costs  of  attending  to  take  the  accounts 
aad  he  ordered  as  follows: — ^That  the  costs  of  Plaintiff 
and  Defendant  of  this  matter  and  suit,  and  of  all  parties 

having 
(a)  15  4  16  Vici.  c.  86,  t.  42,  BmU  8. 


Feb.  9. 

Residuary 
lesatees,  served 
with  the  de- 
cree and  having 
liberty  to  at- 
tend, being 
very  nume- 
rous, the  Court 
declined  allow- 
ing them  more 
than  one  set  of 
costs  of  attend- 
ing the  taking 
tht  accounts. 
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having  liberty  to  attend  of  this  matter  and  suit,  be  taxed 
as  between  solicitor  and  client,  ''except  tbat  (as  to  the 
costs  of  taking  tbe  accounts)  the  said  parties  having 
liberty  to  attend  were  to  have,  between  them,  one  set  of 
costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client." 


JUg.  Lib.  1866  B,Jol.  529. 


COLLETT  V.  COLLETT 

Feb.  10, 15. 

A  condition 
of  marriage 
with  consent: 
Heldf  subse- 
quent and  not 
precedent,  and 
its  perform- 
ance having       ,    .  ^  ,     .    •  ,     ,  j  • 
b.comeimpoe-  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns 

"  le,  by  tli< 
act  of  God, 
was  dispensed 
with.' 

A  testator 


npHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1854,  gave  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  an 
annuity  to  his  widow  for  life,  and  subject  thereto,  upon 
trust  ''as  to  one  equal  fourth  part  thereof  to  and  for  the 
benefit  of  his  dear  child,  Helena  Parker  Colklt,  her 

sible,bytiie      x.0  the  Other  three-fourths  in  trust  for  his  three  other 


children.   And  he  declared,  that  such  fourth  part  or  shar 
of  each  of  them,  his  said  four  several  above-named  chil — 
gave  a  share  of  dren,  should  become  payable  to  each  of  them  respectively 
real  and  per-     ^^  ^^^  when  they  should  each  respectively  attain  her,  his 
or  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or  days  or 
day  of  marriage,  provided  such  marriage  should  take  place 
with  the  consent  of  his  wife,  whom  he  thereby  appointed 
to  be  guardian  of  each  of  his  aforesaid  four  children. 
And  he  declared,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of 
them,  his  said  four  children  thereinbefore  named,  with-  - 
out  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  been 
so  married,  as  aforesaid,  then  the  fourth  share  so  givep, 

devised 


sonal  estate 
to  his  daughter, 
her  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, admi- 
nistrators and 
assigns,  to  be 
paid  at  twenty- 
one  or  on  her 
day  of  mar- 
riage, provided 
it  should  take 
place  with  the 
consent  of  his 
widow.    There 


was  a  gift  over 

in  case  of  her  death  **  without  having  attained  twenty-one  years  or  been  so  married  ai 
aforesaid:" — Held,  that  the  consent  was  a  condition  subsequent,  and  that  the  daaghter, 
having  married  without  such  consent  (her  mother  being  dead  at  the  time),  bad  a 
vested  interest,  and  that  her  share  ought  to  be  transferred  to  the  trustees  of  her  settle- 
ment, though  she  was  still  an  iufant. 
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deTised  and  bequeathed,  to  or  in  trust  for  such  of  them,  1866. 
as  should  so  die,  should  be  held  in  trust  for,  and  belong 
to,  the  others  or  other,  or  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
his  said  four  children,  as  aforesaid.  And  the  testator  de- 
clared that,  in  the  meantime  and  until  each  of  them,  his 
said  four  children,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  or  be  married  as  aforesaid,  it  should  be  lawful  for 
his  trustees  to  accumulate  the  income.  And  he  directed 
that  out  of  the  annuity  given  to  his  wife,  she  should 
maintain,  keep,  clothe  and  educate  his  said  four  chil- 
dren until  they  should  so,  as  aforesaid,  become  respec- 
tively entitled  to  the  fourth  part  or  share  thereinbefore 
given  and  provided  for  them.  ''And  in  case  of  the  death 
of  all  of  them,  his  said  children,  without  living  to  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  to  be  married,"  then  he 
gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  bis  wife. 

The  testator  died  in  1855,  and  his  widow  died  in  the 
following  year  (1856). 

In  Jtdy^  1865,  the  testator*s  daughter  Helena,  who 
was  still  an  infant,  married  Mr.  Lloyd  with  the  consent 
of  her  guardians  and  of  the  Court,  and  she,  her  husband 
and  trustees  executed  a  settlement  of  her  real  and  per^ 
sonal  property  under  the  provisions  of  Sir  Richard 
Malins"  Act  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  43).  Her  mother  being 
dead  at  the  time,  it  was  impossible  to  obtain  her  consent 
to  the  marriage. 

.  A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lloyd 
and  the  trustees  of  their  settlement  for  the  transfer  of 
one-fourth  of  the  property  to  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Lewin  in  support  of  the  petition. 
The  share  is  vested  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  super- 
added 


CASES  IN  €UANC£RY. 

added  condicioa  is  a  condiiioo  subsequent,  the  perlorm* 
ance  of  which  his,  by  the  act  of  God,  become  impossible. 
The  legatee  is  therefore  discharged  from  its  perfiormance. 
They  cited  Graydan  v.  Hicks  (a);  Peyim  v.  Burg  (h).    . 
The  limitation  over  is  not  in  the  alternative,  and  the  ^ 
word  ^'or"  must  be  read  "aarf;"  Chrani  v.  Dyer  (c). 

Mr.  Cracknall,  camtra.  This  condition  is  precedent:^ 
Knight  v.  Cameron  (d);  Davis  v.  Angel  (e);  Jarmam  om^i 
Wills  (/).  It  is  a  gift  either  at  twenty- one  or  on  a^^a 
marriage  with  consent,  and  therefore  the  Petitioner  ts^ 
not  as  yet  entitled  to  a  transfer.  Egeriom  ▼•  LordSf^ 
Brownlow  (g)  was  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  Hardy  for  the  trustees. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb.  15.  The  question  on  this  petition  is,  whether  the  share  of 

the  Petitioner  Mrs.  Lloyd,  under  her  father's  will,  in  ^ase 
she  should  die  under  twenty-one,  has  become  forfeited 
by  reason  of  her  marriage  with  her  present  husband,  not 
having  previously  obtained  the  consent  of  her  mother  (or 
that  purpose,  which  was  impossible,  as  her  mother  had 
previously  departed  this  life. 

I  think  that  the  question  depends  upon  whether  this 
condition  was  a  condition  precedent  or  a  condition  subse- 
quent, and  I  think  that  it  is  a  condition  subsequent.  I 
think  it  clear  beyond  controversy,  that  this  was  a  legacy 
Tested  in  Mrs.  Lloyd  immediately  on  the  death  of  her 

father, 

(0)  2  Ath  16.  (e)  31  Beav.  223. 

(6)  2  Feere  Wm.  626.  (  f)  Ck.  xxv. 

(f)  2  Dow,  87.  (g)  4  H.  of  L.  Cos.  I. 
(4)  14  Vei.  389. 
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friher,  IJabk  to  be  divested  in  case  she  died  under 
tnrcntyKMie  without  haying  been  married  with  the  consent 
of  her  mother. 

I  concur  with  the  observations  of  Mr.  Lewin  that  the 
word  ''or"  in  the  gift  over  must  be  read  ''and." 

This  being  so,  it  follows  conclusively  that  the  con- 
dition, on  the  fulfilment  of  which  the  legacy  was  to  be- 
come absolute,  and  on  the  nonfulfilment  of  which  the 
share  of  the  Petitioner  was  to  go  over,  was  a  condition 
subsequent. 

This  circumstance,  I  think,  distinguishes  this  case  from 
that  of  KnigfU  v.  Cameron  (a),  which  was  relied  upon  by 
Mr.  CraoknalU  in  which  I  think  that  there  was  not  a 
vested  legacy,  and  there  was  an  insuperable  direction 
that  the  condition  must  be  performed  to  qualify  the  per- 
son to  become  entitled  to  the  legacy.  Here  the  legacy 
is  given  at  once  to  the  legatee,  but  it  is  to  go  over  if  the 
condition  be  not  performed,  that  is,  it  vested  at  once# 
subject  to  be  divested  if  the  condition  be  not  performed. 

It  is  true,  as  Mr.  Cracknall  observed,  that  if  this 
petitk>a  bad  been  delayed  for  two  or  three  years  when, 
in  all  probability,  this  lady  will  have  attained  twenty- 
one,  the  question  would  not  have  arisen ;  but  the  Peti- 
tioners are  entitled  to  have  the  question  decided  at  once, 
tnclv  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  are  right, 
to  have  the  money  applied  according  to  the  trusts  of  the 
settlement  w^hich  has  been  approved  of  by  the  Court 

I  have  therefore  considered  the  case  as  carefully  as  I 
could,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  this  being  a  condition 

subsequent, 
(a)  14  Vfi  389. 
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subseqaenty  the  death  of  the  mother  dispeues  villi 
necessity  of  the  compliance  with  that  conditioOy 
the  legacy  does  not  go  over  because  of  such  coi 
omission. 


It  is  true  that,  occasionally,  a  doubt  has  been  ex- 
pressed whether,  in  the  case  of  a  gift  over,  the  gift  ( 
would  not  take  effect,  if  the  condition,  though  m 
subsequent,  were  not  performed  specifically, 
might  be  the  reason  of  the  failure.     But  the 
Oraydon  v.  Hicks  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew,  that 
gift  over  will  not  take  effect,  if  the  performance  of  i 
condition  has  become  impossible  by  reason  of  the  act  < 
God ;  and  I  think  that  this  is  the  true  and  proper 
elusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  cases  which  decide,  i 
when  the  performance  of  the  condition  im  tato  has  i^^   ^i 
taken  place  because  the  performance  of  a  portion  of  t.hk  < 
condition  has  become  impossible  through  no  act  or  < 
fault  of  the  person  who  had  to  perform  it,  the  perfor 
ance  of  that  portion  of  the  condition  will  be  dispniuia^*! 
with. 


Here  it  is  reasonably  certain  that  the  mother,  if 
had  lived,  would  have  given  her  consent  to  this  marriage;-^ 
one  eligible  in  all  respects,  approved  of  by  the  firiendsaod 
guardian  of  the  lady  herself,  and  sanctioned  by  the  Court 
She  has  therefore  performed  the  condition  as  far  as  it  was     ^^ 
possible  for  her  to  do  so,  but  the  consent  of  the  deceased      -^""^ 
mother,  of  course,  could  not  be  procured.     I  am  of  ^'^ 
opinion  that,   as   the   ultimate   gift  over  cannot  take    ^^ 
effect,  inasmuch  as  the  event  on  which  it  is  to  take^— * 
place  is  the  death  unmarried  of  all  the  daughters,  tl 
interest  of  the  Petitioners  has  become  absolute, 
that  they  are  entitled  to  an  order  as  prayed. 

{a)  2  Atk.  16. 


/ 
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Re  TICHENER. 

1>^  9, 11,13. 
npHE  question  on  this  petition  was,  whether  Rhodes  Parol  notice 
had  given  notice  of  his  incumbrance  on  a  trust  fmTtee  o*an 
fund  to  Oruggen,  the  trustee ;  and,  secondly,  whether  incumbrance 

the  fund  was  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank-  fund  is  niflS- 
nipt.  cient;  but  a 

'^  statement  to  a 

trustee,  in  a 

Mr.  Osier  for  the  assigneeB.  «««J  con- 

Tersation,  is 
insuflScient 
Mr.  W.  Pearson  for  Rhodes.  notice  to  him. 

A  mort- 
___  flTBfee  of  a 

Mr.    Woodroffe  for   Gruggtn  (the  trustee)  and   for  trust  fund 

another  incumbrancer.  ?*^f  "?  "®*»^« 

to  the  trustee 

until  after  the 
Smith  V.  SmUh  (a) ;  Browne  v.  Savage  (i),  were  cited.  ban'Sj^y . 

but  he  gave  no- 
tice before  the 

The  M  ASTBR  of  the  Rolls.  assignees  had 

•^  given  notice  to 

the  trustee  of 
There  can  be  no  question  that  a  verbal  notice  is  suffi-  their  right:— 

ient,  but  a  statement  in  a  casual  conversation  with  2*^V   j  *^* 
^  trust  fund  was 

he   trustee  will  not  be  sufficient.    There  are  various  in  the  order 
tircumstances  which  makes  one  look  very  unfavorably  of  the  ^k-^ 
in  HAodes*  case.     He  neither  mentioned  the  exact  sum,  nipt  and  be- 
lor  did  he  think  that  any  notice  to  the  trustee  was  ne*  assignees. 
:e8sary.    This  looks  very  much  as  if  no  distinct  notice 
vas  ever  given  by  him  to  the  trustee.    The  burthen  of 
iroof,  in  all  these  cases,  lies  on  those  who  allege  they 
^ave  notice,  and  where  mere  verbal   notice  has  been 
riven,  it  is  always  a  difficult  thing  to  prove  or  disprove  it. 


ITie 
(a)  2  Crmp.  ^  M.  231.  (6)  4  Drew.  640. 
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The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  notice  having  been 

..     11        given  to  the  trustee  is  not  proved,  the  burthen  of  proof 
lying  on  the  person  who  alleges  that  he  gave  it. 

The  general  rule  unquestionably  is,  that  the  aflSdavit 
of  any  person,  in  his  own  favor,  unsupported  by  the 
testimony  of  any  other  person  or  by  any  collateral  cir- 
cumstances, cannot  be  considered  as  conclusive  in  his 
favor.  Unfortunately  for  the  claimant  the  rule  would 
apply  here,  but,  beyond  that^  I  think  bis  own  aflSUlavit 
disproves  it. 

It  is  to  be  considered  what  is  meant  by  giving  notice 
of  a  charge  to  a  trustee.  This  is  certain : — that  if  a 
person  met  a  trustee  in  society,  and,  in  a  casual  conver- 
sation with  him,  stated  that  the  cestui  que  trust  had  in- 
eumbered  his  interest  in  the  trust  property,  this  woald 
be  no  notice  which  the  trustee  would  be  bound  to 
recollect.  There  must  be  something  bringing  the  in- 
cumbrance distinctly  and  clearly  to  the  mind  and 
attention  of  the  trustee.  It  may  be  by  parol  (a),  but 
that  18  dangerous.  It  must  amoont  to  this : — "  mind 
and  remember  this,  and  if  anyone  inquires  of  you, 
inform  him  that  the  trust  fund  in  incumbered.''  How 
eould  the  Court  deal  with  this  case: — Suppose,  aAer  a 
mere  casual  conversation,  a  trustee  told  a  subeeqoeot 
incumbrancer  that  he  did  not  recollect  any  prior  chai|^? 
There  was  a  case  (&)  in  which  a  trustee  stated  that  the 
fund  was  unincumbered,  but  which  had  really  been  io- 
cumbered  ten  years  before,  the  trustee  having  notice  of 
it.    The  trustee  alleged,  as  an  excuse^  that  he  foi^goi 

the 

(a)  Browne  V.  Savage,  4  Drew,  470,  and  Evans  v.  Bicknell,  6 
640.  Ves.  182,  183. 

(6)  Burrowav.  Lock,  10  Ves. 
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tFm  ^  circumstance,  yet  he  was  held  responsible  for  the        1866. 

m  ^:^n6j.    To  constitute  a  valid  notice,  it  must  be  such 

tfo^^Kt  if  another  person  had  come  to  the  trustee   and 

li^  ^i  asked  him  '*Is  there  any  incumbrance/'  and  be  had 

«im^»wered  ''No/'  and  that  person,  on  the  faith  of  such 

mn  ^  ^er,  had  advanced  his  money  and  lost  it,  this  Court 

eosJK  Id  have  charged  the  trustee  with  the  loss.    The  notice 

mvB  J9t  be  a  formal  notice,  which  the  tnistee  is  bound  to 

rerv»«mber.     Here,  not  only  does    Chruggen  deny  any 

noCi^e,  but  the  evidence  of  Rhodes  himself  leads  to 

th^      same  conclusion.     Rhodes  says  he  never  told  the 

trvs^Cee  the  amount  of  his   mortgage,  which  he   was 

bovBnd  to  do,  and  he  also  says  that  he  did  not  think 

it  wrwkB  necessary  to  give  Gruggen  any  formal  notice  of 

l&is  mortgage.     In  my  opinion,  what  he  stated  was  in  a 

casual  conversation,  and  nothing  like  going  to  a  trustee 

*«^d  saying,  "  take  notice,  that  A.  B.  has  incumbered 

^*^^  trust  fund  for  100/.,  therefore  take  a  note  of  that, 

•■•   <3rder  that  you  may  inform  anyone  who  may  inquire 

^^^    ^ou  on  the  subject." 

Considering  the  serious  consequence  of  giving  notice 

^^^     m  trustee,  and   the  importance  of  its  being  strictly 

^^^^fee,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  if  done  by  parol,  it  must  be 

,^^   t.he  most  formal  manner,  and  also  that  what  was  done 

^^>*c  amounts  to  a  mere  casual  conversation,  and  that  it 

^  Hot  sufficient  to  bind  the  trustee. 


Another  question  afterwards  arose.  The  bankruptcy 
Vx>k  place  on  the  16th  of  January,  and  on  the  23rd  of 
ivmaty  the  mortgagee  first  gave  to  the  trustee  distinct 
DOtice  of  his  mortgage  The  assignees  were  appointed 
20  Pebruarg  following,  and  they  afterwards  gave  the 
irostee  notice  of  tlieir  claims. 

Mr.  W.  Pearson  now  insisted,  that,  by  virtue  of  the 

notice 
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1865.        notice  after  the  bankruptcy,  the  mortgagee  had  prioriCr^ 
over  the  assignees.     He  argued,  first,  that  the 
had  no  notice  of  the  bankruptcy  and  of  the 
title  until  after  notice  to  the  mortgagee  had  beea  give  \ 
and  that  the  notice  of  the  mortgagee  being  die  first,  I 
was  entitled  to  priority.     Secondly,  that  chattels  in 
order  and  disposition  of  a  bankrupt  did  not  west  io 
assignees  until  the  order  for  sale,  (or  the  assignc 
only  a  power  of  selling  them.    That  the  Bankrupt . 
merely  said,  that,  when  a  bankrupt  has  in  his  { 
goods  of  which  he  is  the  reputed  owner,  *'  the  Gxirt  i 
have  power  to  order  the  same  to  be  sold  and 
of  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  under  the 
ruptcy."    That  there  was  no  right  to  sue  oniil  the< 
to  sell  has  been  obtained. 

He  cited  12  ^  13  Vkt.  c.  106,  s$.  40,  125,  127  («); 
24  ^  25   Vict.  c.  134;  Ite  Atkinsom(b);  Re 
Trust  (c),  and  Bartktt  v.  Bartlett  (d),  in  which  there  \ 
neither  a  notice  nor  stop  order. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

At  present  I  am  against  Mr.  Pearsom^s  client; 
necessary,  I  will  hear  Mr.  Osier. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Dec.  13.  In  this  case  I  think  the  fund  was  in  the  order  at 

disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and,  as  the  case  stands 
think  it  belongs  to  the  assignees. 

(c)  1  ChiU.  Stat,  292.  (c)  4  Kay  if  J.  219. 

(6)  2  De  G.,  M.  *  G.  140.  {d)  \  Dt  G.  Sf  J.  127. 

Note.— Sf«  Re  Webb't  Policy,  V.C.  Matins,  8  March,  1867 
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PETTINGER  r.  AMBLER.  jan.  16. 

Ftb.  13,  20. 

jOHNBUNNm^iAe  his  will,  dated  the  3rd  of  Avgust,  By  a  wiU, 

1858,  by  which  he  gave  considerable  legacies  and  ^^^  testator    ' 

made  devises,  specifically,  of  freehold  and  copyhold  ;  and  purported  to 

he  gave  all  other  the  real  and  personal  estate,  which  he  powers.    By  a 

■bould,  at  his  death,  be  seised  or  possessed  of  or  entitled  "ubsequent 

'  , .  ,  ,  settlement,  he 

to,  or  over  which  he  had  or  should  have  any  power  to  settled  his  pro- 

dispoie,  unto  trustees  for  sale,  and  to  divide  the  produce  ^^[^  wJI^nif 

between  Anne  PetHnger  and  others.  And  he  revoked  all  a  ^wer  of  ap- 

wills  and  codicils  theretofore  made  by  him  and  declared  ^g'liust  wiiL" 

that  to  he  hie  last  wili  and  testament.  He  afterwards 

made  another 
will,  which  he 

In  July,  1861,  and  in  July,  1862,  he  made  codicils  to  !f{^^^y^» 

his  will,  which  did  not  affect  the  question.  and  he  thereby 

only  partially 
executed  the 
On  the  10th  of  August,  1862,  John  Bunn  made  a  power:— 

settlement  of  his  property,  which  was  to  this  effect :  it  g^^  will*of 
was  made  and  executed  by  and  between  the  testator,  of  ^858,  thmigh 
the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant,  Caroline  Wightman,  and  was,  in  no  way, 
the  Plaintiff;  Anne  Pettinger,  of  the  other  part ;  and  the  ^"^^^"^^" 
testator  thereby  conveyed  certain  property  and  all  other 
bis  freehold  estates  unto  Caroline  Wightman  and  Anne 
Peitinger  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for  himself  for  life, 
vith   remainder  to  Elizabeth  Jane  Ambler  (otherwise 
Elizabeth  Jane  Bunn)  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
ipon  such  trusts,  &c.  as  John  Bunn,  by  his  last  will  or 
iny  codicil  thereto,  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
ippointment  in  trust  for  Elizabeth  Bunn,  her  heirs  and 
assigns.     He  also  assigned  to  the  same  trustees  all  his 
easehold  personal  estate  upon  trust  for  himself  for  life, 
iviih  remainder  to  Elizabeth  Bunn  for  life,  with   re- 
volt. xxxY — II.  T  mainder 
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mainder  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  upon 

trust  for  her. 
Pbttimoer 

V. 

Amblbr.  This  settlement,  in  fact,  disposed  of  the  whole  of  the 

property  he  then  had,  with  the  exception  of  copyholds. 

In  November  following  (1862)  John  Bunn  made  a 
will,  commencing  thus:  ''This  is  the  last  will  of  me 
John  Bunn"  &c.,  and  he  thereby,  in  pursuance  of  tha 
power  in  the  deed  of  settlement  (which  he  referred  to), 
gave  a  life  annuity  of  1002.  to  his  sister  Anne  Pettinger 
out  of  his  freehold  property ;  but  he  made  no  further 
disposition  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement 
and  subject  to  the  power.  He  thereby  demised  his 
copyholds  to  Caroline  Wightman  and  her  heirs,  and  he 
appointed  Anne  Pettinger  and  Caroline  Wightnutii 
executrixes. 

The  testator  died  on  the  30th  of  July ^  1863,  and  both 
wills  and  both  codicils  had  been,  in  November,  1864, 
duly  proved  in  the  court  of  probate  by  the  executrixes. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  will  of  1858  was,  in  any 
way,  an  execution  of  the  power  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment of  1862.  Another  question  arose  on  the  following 
circumstances: — In  September,  1861,  the  testator  par- 
chased  a  freehold  property  at  Croydon  for  850/.,  but  the 
contract  had  not  been  completed  at  his  death,  and  a 
question  was  raised  out  of  what  fund  the  purchase- 
money  was  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Hardy  for  Anne  Pettinger,  and 
Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.  Renshaw,  Mr.  Luch^  Mr.  Rawcliffe 
and  Mr.  Bardswell  in  the  same  interest.  The  will  of 
1858  operated  as  an  execution  of  the  power  reserved  by 
the  settlement.  The  Wills  Act,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  is  precise; 
by  sect.  24  a  will  is  to  speak  as  if  executed  immediately 

before 
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before  the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  by  the  27th  sectioQ  1866. 
a  general  deviae  includes  all  property  which  the  testator 
has  power  to  appoiat,  anlese  a  contrary  intention  shall 
appear  by  such  will.  This  will,  therefore,  is  to  be 
construed  as  if  executed  in  July,  1863,  and  is  to  operate 
as  an  execution  of  all  powers  which  the  testator  then 
possessed.  Besides  this,  the  will  of  1868  is  expressed 
to  be  made  in  execution  of  any  power  the  testator  "  had 
or  should  have/'  and  there  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  instru- 
ments to  shew  a  contrary  intention.  The  will  of  1862 
did  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  former  wills,  and 
the  mere  calling  it  ''my  last  will'*  can  have  no  such 
effect.  The  power  was  to  be  executed  by  the  ''  last 
will,*'  but,  in  truth,  all  the  testamentary  papers,  taken 
together,  formed  the  last  will.  If  the  testator  had  exe- 
cuted no  will  subsequent  to  the  settlement,  it  is  clear 
that  the  will  of  1858  would  have  been  an  execution  of 
the  power*  If  so,  it  is  only  necessary  to  examine  to 
what  extent  it  is  vaVied  by  the  will  of  1862;  and  the 
only  variation,  or  the  extent  to  which  it  is  inconsistent 
with  it,  is,  by  the  charge  of  the  life  annuity  of  100/. 

They  referred  to  JSiileM  v.  MUes  (a) ;  Slellman  v. 
Weedon(b);  Thomas  v.  Jones  {c);  Williams  on  Exe- 
cutors {d);  Ford  V.  De  Pontes  (e);  Freeman  v.  Free- 
man (/);  Cojield  v.  Pollard  (g). 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Swanston  for  Elizabeth  Bunn. 
The  will  of  1868  was  not  an  execution  of  the  power 
contained  in  the  subsequent  settlement.  That  settle- 
ment operated  as  a  complete  revocation  of  all  the  prior 
testamentary  dispositions  of  the  property,  and  it  created 

a  new 

(a)  Ante,  p.  191.  (d)  Page  144  (5th  edit.) 

(6)  16  Sim.  26.  (e)  30  Beav.  572. 

(e)  2  John. if  H. 475, ondlDe  {/)  6  De  G,,  M.  t  G.  704. 

G  ,  J  4  Sm.  63.  (g)  3  Jur.  {N.  8.)  1203. 

y2 
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1866.  a  new  and  limited  power.  The  grant  of  probate  is  not 
concIuBive  either  in  regard  to  real  estate  or  as  to  ques- 
tions arising  upon  powers  or  on  the  construction  of  instni- 
ments.  Here  the  testator  has  made  a  marked  distinction 
as  to  the  will  which  is  to  goTern  the  disposition  of  the 
property  in  the  settlement;  it  is  to  be  emphatically  the 
'Mast  will/'  as  it  might  be  the  last  codicil,  and  the  tes- 
tator accordingly,  by  calling  the  will  of  1862  his  **  last 
will/'  shews  that  he  intended  this  alone  to  affect  the 
property  and  that  its  operation  should  be  confined  to 
the  bequest  of  the  annuity.  Though  the  statute  says 
that  the  will  is  to  speak  at  the  death  and  to  operate  as 
an  execution  of  all  powers,  still  it  means  all  valid  testa- 
mentary instruments,  and  it  merely  shifts  the  anus  of 
proof.  Here  there  is  a  contrary  intention,  apparent  from 
the  words  used  and  the  disposition  of  the  property,  for 
it  would  be  inconsistent  to  pass  a  mere  reversion  under 
the  will  of  1858,  which  directs  an  immediate  sale  and 
division.  They  cited  Barnes  v.  Vincent  (a);  Stoddari  v. 
Orant{b)\  Farrar  v.  Earl  of  Winter  ton  {c)\  Qale  ¥. 
Gale  (d). 

Mr.  Joshua  Williams  for  Caroline  Wightman. 
Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb.  13.  The  principal  question  in  these  suits  is,  whether  the 

will  of  the  testator,  which  bears  date  the  3rd  August, 

1858, 

(a)  5  Moore,  P.  C.  201.  (c)  5  Beav,  1. 

(b)  1  Macq.  163.  (d)  21  Beav.  349. 
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S868,  is  a  due  execation  of  the  power  contained  in  a 
^pettlement  of  16tb  August,  1862,  ander  the  statute  of 
%-  Vict,  c  26,  or  whether  a  contrary  intention  appears 
W^y  the  will. 

Unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will, 
^^e  effect  of  the  settlement  was  to  revoke  the  whole  of 
^e  disposition  contained  in  the  first  will,  except  as  re- 
ds copyholds.     The  settlement,  however,  gives  a 
>wer  to  the  testator  to  dispose  of  the  freeholds  after 
140  death  of  Mrs.  Bunn. 


I  think  I  must  look  at  the  settlement  and  at  the  testa- 

wxB^ntary  instrument  together,  to  understand  properly  the 

^fiec^-^  of  them.     I  find  two  wills,  one  in  August,  1858, 

And   another  in  November,  1862,  and  I  find  a  settlement 

^bic^Si  says,  that  the  freeholds  shall  go  in  a  particular 

■***im  rmer,  unless  they  are  otherwise  appointed  in  and  by 

■xiy  M^^st  will.     If  both  these  wills  had  professed  to  deal 

^itlB     the  property  and  had  appointed  it  by  several  and 

'**^^^*^sistent  devises,  it  is  clear  that  the  will  which  was 

^^^^^  in  date  would  have  governed  the  disposition  of 

'®    Tiroperty.     I  think  that  the  fact  of  making  a  second 

T^^  ^fter  the  date  of  the  settlement  and  calling  that 

'^    I^st  will,  is  evidence  that  he  did   not  intend   his 

^^^     "^ill  to  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power  con- 

^^*^^<J  in  the  settlement.     If  a  man  leave  several  wills, 

*^,     ^>€*  which  are  intended  to  operate  more  or  less  upon 

.     ^     (Property,  though  each  is  called  in  the  instrument 

^*^  "his  last  will,"  as  indeed  it  was  when   it  was 

^^^i^ted,  still  each  former  will  ceases  to  be  the  last 

^    ^^  Mrben  another  is  executed,  and  this  is  so,  though  the 

^"^^ier    wills    are    still    operative,    though    they   are 

-^      proved,  and  though  they  all,  legally  speaking,  speak 

^^^^    the  death  of  the  testator.     A  testator  may  ob- 

^^Umly  distinguish  between  his  first,  second  and  last 

will, 


W 
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1996.       *^>lly  ^^  he  may  between  his  first,  second  and  last  codicil, 
yet  they  all  speak  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
the  only  question  that  arises  in  this  case,  is,  in  my 
opinion,  whether  he  has  made  such  a  distinction  here. 
Suppose  this  case  : — That  a  testator  settled  property  on 
A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  ^.,  and  afterwards,  after 
reciting  that  he  had  made  three  wills  respecting  various 
portions  of  his  property,  the  settlement  directed  that 
the  property,  the  subject  of  the  settlement,  should, 
after  the  death  of  J9.,  go  according  to  the  directions 
contained  in  the  first,  or  in  the  second,  or  in  the  last 
of  his  three  wills,  no  one,  I  think,  could  doubt  that  this 
would  operate  as  a  settlement  according  to  the  directions 
contained  in  that  one,  in  order  of  date,  of  the  three  wills 
which  he  so  designated.    Suppose  again  that  the  settle^ 
ment,  after  reciting  that  he  had  made  a  will,  and  that 
he  probably  should  make  more  wills,  directed  thfit  the 
property  settled  should  go  according  to  the  directions 
contained  in  the  last  of  his  wills,  I  think  the  same  efllect 
would  be  produced,  and  I  also  think  that  the   same 
eflect  would  be  produced,  if  he  directed  how  the  pro- 
perty should  go,  if  he  did  not  otherwise  direct,  in  tha^ 
will,  which  should  be  the  last  of  the  wills  he  left. 

These  are,  in  my  opinion,  only  different  modes 
doing  the  same  thing,  viz.,  distinguishing  between  f 
wills  he  leaves,  and  the  real  question,  I  think,  is,  wl 
is  done  here  ? 

One  of  these  suits  is  a  suit  to  carry  into  execi? 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  and  I  find  that  he  dir 
that  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bunn,  the  property 
go  as  he  shall  appoint  by  his  last  will,  and,  in  defa 
such  appointment,  he  gives  it  to  her  absolutely, 
months  afterwards  he  makes  a  will,  which  he  ct 
last  will,  it  is,  in  fact,  his  last  will,  although  t 
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another  will  of  his  called  his  last  will|  but  prior  in  date, 
vhiqh  is  still  unrevoked.  By  this,  which  is  the  last  will 
in  bet,  so  far  as  the  date  of  execution  is  concerned,  he 
makes  no  appointment  of  the  freeholds.  In  this  state 
of  circumijitances,  I  tbink  that  the  former  will  cannot  be 
broaght  in  as  operating  so  far  as  to  be  an  execution  of 
the  power  contained  in  the  settlement  of  August ,  1862. 
It  is  clear,  that,  to  any  person  not  versed  in  the  techni- 
calities of  legal  language,  it  would  seem  obvious,  that 
when  a  man  who  has  made  one  will  and  intends  to  make 
another,  settles  property  so  as  to  go  in  a  particular 
manner,  unless  altered  by  his  last  will,  he  means  the 
latest  in  date.  He  has  two  wills ;  he  does  not  say  **  as 
appointed  by  my  wills  generally,"  but  by  "  my  last  will." 
He  might  have  made  as  many  wills  afterwards  as  he 
thought  fit  to  vary,  from  time  to  time,  the  disposition  of 
his  property,  merely  intending  that  the  last  will  should 
be  that  to  govern  the  exercise  of  the  power.  It  is  true 
that  a  testator  does  not  often  make  more  wills  than  one, 
intending  each  to  have  operation,  but  he  frequently  does 
make  many  codicils.  Would  there  have  been  any  diffi- 
culty here  if  he  had  said  *'  the  last  codicil*'  instead  of 
'Hhe  last  will,"  and  so  have  reserved  the  power  of  altering 
the  devolution  of  the  property  by  the  exercise  of  the 
power  by  the  last  codicil  he  made.  If  I  adopted  the 
other  view,  I  should  decide  that  the  words  'Mast  will** 
are  to  be  converted  into  ''  the  will  I  have  already  made," 
or  "any  of  the  wills  I  may  leave,"  the  more  so,  as,  in 
fact,  the  settlement  is  virtually  a  revocation  of  everything 
contained  in  the  first  will,  with  the  exception  of  the 
disposition  of  the  copyholds  which  he  possessed. 


1866. 


It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  there  might  have  been 
a  very  good  reason,  operating  in  the  testator's  mind, 
for  allowing  the  will  of  1858  to  stand,  and  for  not,  by 
his  will  of  1862,  revoking  the  will  of  August,  1858, 

because 
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because  if  the  testator  had  acquired  any  freehold  pro- 
perty after  the  date  of  the  settlement,  it  would  have 
passed  by  the  first  will  and  not  by  the  settlement. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  will  of  Avgust,  1868, 
did  not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power  contained 
in  the  settlement  of  August,  1862. 

With  respect  to  the  contract  for  the  property  at 
Croydon,  as  this  contract  was  entered  into  previously 
to  the  execution  of  the  settlement  of  August,  1862,  it  is 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  that  settlement,  as  freehold  estate 
purchased  by  the  settlor,  who  was  the  owner  thereof,  in 
equity,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money* 

If  the  testator  had  not  made  a  will  subsequent  to  the 
settlement,  I  should  have  held  that  the  first  will  was  an 
execution  of  the  power,  but  as  it  is  I  declare  the  will 
of  1868  and  the  two  codicils  were  not  a  due  execution 
of  the  power  contained  in  the  settlement  of  1862,  and 
that  Mrs.  Bunn  is  entitled  to  the  freeholds  and  lease- 
holds comprised  in  the  settlement. 


Feb,  20  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls  referred  to  a  case  of  Sar- 

wood  V.  Goodright  (a). 

(a)  Cowp»  87. 


/ 
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PROCTOR  V.  ROBINSON.  Jan.  23. 

Feb.  14. 
'  I  ^HE  Facts  of  this  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  judg-  Deed  between 

ment  of  the  Court.  i"fti^p  ""* 

perly  obtained 
Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Kay,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  ^^IhrST^h 
fc.  bat  the  provision  as  to  future  separation  was  contrary  the  wife's 
t  o  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  invalidated  the  whole  deed,  J^k  a  benefit 
M>T  being  voluntary,  it  could  not  be  altered  or  reformed,  under  it,  aet 
econdly,  that  the  deed  had  been  improperly  obtained  coetf'tobe 

>y  Mr.  Robinson  and  ought  to  be  set  aside.  p«d  by  luch 

^  ^  solicitor. 

Deed  by 
They  referred  to  H v.  W (a) ;  Egerton  v.  which  a  hus- 

•d  Brownhw  (b)  ;    Cartwright   v.    Cartwright  (c)  ;  ^^^^ou  for* 

^estmeath  v.  fVettmeath  (d) ;  Hope  v.  Hope{e);  Van-  his  ^fe  in  case 

Uart   V.    Vansittart  (f) ;    Hinley   v.    TFe^^meaM  (^) ;  separation  is 

impum  v.  Lord  Howden  (A) ;   Durant  v.  Titley  (i) ;  ^'^"^  ^^' 

'ocktedge  v.  Cocksedge  (h).  A  delay  of 

nine  years  in 
see  sin  ff  to  set 
Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Villiers,  for  the  Defendant,  aside  a  deed, 

^    ^i^FramptonY.Frampton(l).  Ae«,  under  the 

*  ^         ^  '  circumstance!*, 

accounted  for. 
Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  deed  executed  by  the       Feb.  14. 
^aintiff,  on  the  ground  of  inadequate  consideration, 

surprise 

^s)  3  JToy  4  /.  382.  (f)2DeG.ifJ.  249. 

^6)  \  E.oJL   Cm.  4.  (/?)  6  Bam.  if  Cret  200. 

^0  3  Dt  6.,  M.  ^  G.  982.  (A)  3  Myl.  if  Cr.  97. 

^<0  JflCo6,  126,  and  1  D<no.  4-  (i)  7  Price,  577. 

—   519.  {k)  14  5im.  244. 

^e)  8  De  G.,  M.  4  G.  731.  (/)  4  Beav.  287. 


866.       Burprise  and  want  of  proper  legal  assistance  on  the  part  • 
of  the  settlor^  and  also  as  being  in  contemplation  of  the 
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V.  future  separation  of  husband  and  wife. 

The  Plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  small  property  of  the 
value  of  about  180/.  per  annum,  when,  in  the  month  of 
November,  1846,  he  intermarried  with  his  present  wife, 
who  was  also  possessed  of  a  small  separate  property. 
The  marriage  was  not  a  happy  one,  and  they  soon 
separated  and  lived  apart  for  some  time.  Bat,  in 
March,  1854,  steps  were  taken  by  the  wife  for  a 
renewal  of  intercourse;  some  meetings  and  corre- 
spondence took  place  between  their  respective  solicitors, 
and  in  June,  1854,  the  Defendant,  Mrs.  Proctor,  issued 
a  citation  against  the  Plaintiff  for  the  restitution  of 
conjugal  rights.  The  Defendant,  Mr.  jRobimon,  was 
her  solicitor  in  this  transaction,  and  Mr.  Sharp  was  the  i 

solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff.     In  Jtdy,  1854,  the  Plaintiff  1 

and  his  wife  returned  to  live  together  in  the  house  of  1 

the  wife  at  a  place  called  Ausiwich,  but  they  bad  not  ^ 

entirely  settled  their  differences,  and,  apparently  desirous  ^ 

that  this  should  be  done,  on  the  15th  July,  1864,  the  ^ 

husband  and   wife  went  together  to  Mr.  Sharp,  and  M^ 

requested  him  to  draw  up  an  agreement  which  should  M:^ 

regulate  the  terms  on  which  they  were  in  future  to  live  ^^ 

together.    This  he  declined  to  do  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  -'■ 

Robinson,  the  solicitor  for  Mrs.  Proctor. 

On  the  8th  August,  1854,  Mrs.  Proctor  wrote  to  Mr.  •'^ 

Robinson,  requesting  him  to  come  over  to  their  house  ^^^ 

to  make  some  arrangement.  Accordingly,  Mr.  Robinson 
went  over  to  Austwich  and  prepared  an  agreement, 
which  Mr.  Proctor  signed.  No  persons  were  prepent, 
except  the  Plaintiff,  his  wife  and  Mr.  Robinson.     The  ^  * ' 

agreement  ^m^  - 
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agreement  was  made  between  Mr.  and  Mra.  Proctor,        186ft. 
and  was  in  these  terms : — 

Ist.  That  an  action   which   had   been   brought  by 

Hobmson  for  goods  supplied  to  the  wife  should   be 

stayed.    2nd.  That  the  rents  of  Mrs.  Proctor^s  property 

should  be  received  by  herself  to  her  separate  use  till  a 

^sertain  period.    8rd.  That  the  subsequent  rents  should 

he  received  by  Mr.  Proctor.    4th.  Mr.  Proctor  to  settle 

^Bn  annuity  of  602.  upon  Mrs.  Proctor  payable  during 

9ier  life,  to  commence  on  death  of  Mr.  Proctor.     If  it 

should  unfortunately  happen  that  Mrs.  Proctor  should 

•^aletermine  again  to  live  separate  and  apart  Oom  Mr. 

— Proctor,  then  she  was  to  have  an  annuity  of  40/.  during 

^9her  life,  but  if  Mr.   Proctor  should  die  before   Mrs. 

^^Procior  the  said  annuity  of  60/.  was  to  be  paid  to  her  in 

Sieu  of  the  annuity  of  40/.  from  his  death.    6th.  That  Mr. 

— Proctor  should  pay  Mr.  Rohinson  the  costs  of  business 

"transacted  by  him  for  and  on  the  instructions  of  Mrs. 

— Proctor,  the  amount  to  be  ascertained  as  soon  as  might  be 

to  be  paid  by  annual  instalments  of  40/.,  and  interest 

n  the  meantime  at  4/.  per  cent.     6th.  That  Mr.  Proctor 

ihoold  pay  his  wife's  debts  and  liabililies  as  soon  as  he 

*oald«   7th.  That  Mr.  Proctor  should  settle  the  furniture 

n  their  house  on  his  wife,  and  that  proper  deeds  and 

durances  to  carry  into  effect  the  agreement  should  be 

brthwith   prepared   and   executed.     8th.   If  Mr.   and 

rs.    Proctor    should    unfortunately   again    separate 

fore  Mr.  Proctor  received  rents  belonging  to  Mrs. 

^roct&r  suflScient  to  reimburse  the  payments  made  in 

lie  sixth  item  of  the  agreement,  he  was  to  receive  the 

until  he  should  be  repaid  the  balance,  but  the 

^inoity  was  to  become  payable. 

Certainly  a  more  one-sided  agreement,  even  if  legal, 
^uld  scarcely  be  produced.  It  is  difficult  to  see  what 
Oefit  the  Plaintiff  could  get  from  it;  he  agreed  to  pay 

Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  Robinson* 8  professional  charges  for  his  employment 
by  Mrs.  Proctor,  for  which  he,  the  Plaintiff,  was  not 
liable ;  he  agreed  to  pay  her  debts  generally,  whether 
incurred  for  necessaries  supplied  to  her  or  not ;  he  agreed 
to  settle  his  furniture  on  her  for  her  separate  use,  and 
agreed  to  give  her  an  annuity  of  40/.  per  annum  if  they 
should  ever  live  separate  again ;  in  other  words,  if  she 
should  think  fit  to  leave  him.  At  this  time,  as  it  is 
shewn  by  the  letters  21  and  22,  the  Plaintiff  owed  little 
or  nothing  to  Mr.  Robinson,  and  no  claim  was  made 
against  him  for  costs  incurred  for  Mrs.  Proctor,  The 
Plaintiff  was  also  wholly  ignorant  of  the  nature  and 
amount  of  costs  incurred  by  his  wife.  The  Plaintiflf 
had  no  professional  advice;  Mr.  Robinson  knew  that 
Mr.  Sharp  was  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  did  not  com- 
municate with  him,  unfortunately  not  following  therein 
the  course  adopted  by  Mr.  Sharp  towards  Mr.  Robinson, 

It  is  obvious  that  if  the  matter  had  rested  there,  this 
was  an  agreement,  the  performance  of  which  could 
never  have  been  enforced  in  any  Court  of  Equity. 

Mr.  Robinson  returned  home  the  same  day  and  sent 
a  copy  of  the  agreement  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  also  wrote 
to  Mr.  Sharp  to  inform  him  of  the  fact,  but  be  sent 
him  no  copy  of  the  agreement.     To  this,  Mr.  Sharp 
sent  an  answer,  complaining  of  Mr.  Robinson  so  acting 
in  his  absence,  and  referring  to  his  own  opposite  coui;^ 
of  proceeding,  and  to  which  Mr.  Robinson  sent  a  reply, 
stating  and  excusing  his  intention  of  persisting  in  his- 
course.     With  the  exception  of  these  letters,  I  cannoH 
find  that  anything  occurred  between  this  8th  of  Avgust:^ 
1864,  and  the  16th  May,  1855. 


On  the  16th  of  May,  1855,  and,  as  it  seems,  withoc 
any   previous    warning,    notice    or  appointment,    tim  ^ 

DefendaiM^^j 
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Defendant,  Mr.  Robinson,  and  his  clerk  Mr.  Qreen,       1866. 

called  on  the  Plaintiff  and  his  wife,  who  were   still 

inhabiting  the  aame  house  together  at  Auatwich.  When 

they  arrived  there,  they  found  Mr.  Robert  Brown,  who 

bad  married  a  neice  of  Mrs.  Proctor,  present  as  a  guest. 

Mr.  Brown  did  not  leave  till  past  ten  at  night;  during 

his  presence  nothing  was  said,  but,  on  his  departure,  the 

deed  impeached  was  produced,  ready  engrossed.  No  copy 

of  it  had  been  sent  beforehand  to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  wife, 

DO  written  instructions  had  been  given  to  Mr.  Robinson, 

and  if  any  had  been  prepared  by  Mr.  Robinson,  they 

vrere  never  seen  by  the  Plaintiff  or  his  wife,  and  are  not 

xiow  produced.    Even  the  agreement  ot  August  previous 

^w^as  not  produced  and  compared  with  the  deed.    The 

deed  itself,  which  is  a  long  one,  was  discussed  for  about 

^wo  hours,  and  was  then  duly  executed  by  the  parties  to 

it  at  about  half  an   hour  after  midnight.     After  the 

execution  of  it,  the  company,  consisting  of  the  Plaintiff 

«ind  bis  wife,  and  the  solicitor  and  his  clerk,  continued 

%o  discourse  for  about  three  hours,  and  left  between 

three  and  four  o'clock,  early  in  the  morning  of  the  17th 

«f  Jlfay,  1866. 

The  deed  does  not  entirely  follow  the  agreement; 

«oaie  additions  were  made,  one  of  which,  though  much 

Yelled  upon  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  has  made  but 

Jittle  impression  upon  me ;  it  is,  that  the  furniture,  which 

is  settled  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Proctor,  with  power 

*to  her  to  appoint  it  by  will,  is  given,  in  default  of  appoint- 

nent,  to  the  daughters  of  Mr.  Robinson.    Judging  from 

^he  schedule  to  the  deed,  the  furniture  does  not  appear 

to  be  much,  and  the  prospect  of  obtaining  it  is  remote, 

mM  it  depends  on  the  contingency  of  Mrs.  Proctor  not 

otherwise  disposing  of  it. 

The  deed  itself,  however,  is  radically  defective  in 

various 
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various  other  respects.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  made,  as 
I  observed  of  the  agreement,  in  contemplation  of  the 
future  separation  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Proctor,  and  the 
effect  of  this  clause  is,  to  give  her  40^  per  onaum,  by 
way  of  premium,  if  she  chose  to  leave  her  husband.  It 
is,  as  it  appears  to  me  and  as  I  observed  of  the  agree- 
ment, without  sufficient  consideration  as  regards  the 
husband.  The  suits  in  the  Divorce  Court  had,  io  fact, 
been  terminated,  except  as  to  costs,  by  the  cobabitatioo 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Proctor  beginning  in  July,  1854,  and 
continued  since  that  time — a  period  of  ten  mouths.  By 
this  deed,  Mr.  Proctor  agrees  to  pay  417/.  costs  of  Mrs. 
Proctor,  for  which  he  was  not  liable,  the  propriety  of 
which  claim,  even  as  against  Mrs.  Proctor,  be  was 
wholly  incapable  of  judging  of,  and  respecting  which 
be  could  consult  no  one,  for  the  bill  of  costs  and  cask 
account  were  then  produced  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  first 
time  and  were  not  left  with  him ;  he  had  never  seen  a 
copy  of  the  deed  before ;  he  had  no  independent  advice, 
and  he  executed  the  deed  on  an  unexpected  applicatioa 
at  midnight,  after  dinner  and  subsequent  libations;  not 
that  I  mean  to  insinuate,  by  that  observation,  that  tbeie 
is  the  least  evidence  that  Mr.  Proctor  was  in  the  slightest 
degree  intoxicated.  But  how  is  it  possible  that  a  deed 
can  stand,  executed  at  such  a  time  and  accompanied  by 
such  circumstances?  The  husband  alone  is  the  party 
who  gains  nothing  and  gives  up  all,  his  wife  gets  her 
debts  paid,  she  gets  an  annuity  of  60/.  per  annum  after* 
the  husband's  death,  and  40/.  per  annum  during  his  lif(9 
if  she  thinks  fit  to  cast  him  oflF,  and  she  gets  the  settle* 
ment  of  her  property  to  her  separate  use.  Her  solicitor 
gets  the  payment  of  his  costs  secured  on  ample  secnrity, 
without  taxation  and  without  examination,  he  gets  the 
wife  to  use  her  influence  to  obtain  the  execution  of  the 
deed  from  her  husband  (for  such  I  think  is  the  fair  infer- 
ence to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence),  on  the  assumption 

that 
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that  she  will  be  provided  for  for  life,  whether  she  leaves 
her  husband  or  not,  and  yet  he  never  tells  her  that  such 
a  stipulation  is  wholly  void  and  cannot  be  enforced,  and 
all  this,  I  repeat,  done  at  midnight,  without  either  the 
one  or  the  other  having  had  any  independent  advice* 

If  this  provision  about  future  separation  had  been  the 
only  thing  contained  in  the  deed,  the  rule  of  Lord 
Coiienkam  in  Simpson  v.  Lard  Howden  (a)  might  have 
been  applied,  but  this  deed  is  open  to  the  many  other 
objections  which  I  have  stated,  and  which  this  Court 
cannot  but  disapprove  of.  The  more  it  is  examined  the 
more  faulty  it  appears. 

Unless  the  Plaintiff  is  barred  by  acquiescence  the 
decree  appears  to  me  to  be  of  course.  The  transaction, 
however,  took  place  in  May,  1855,  and  this  bill  is  not 
filed  till  24th  June,  1864,  upwards  of  nine  years  after 
the  transaction  took  place.  The  Plaintiff  alleges  that 
be  never  discovered  what  the  real  contents  of  the  docu- 
ments were  until  the  middle  of  the  year  1863,  when 
Mr.  Hobinmn,  under  the  powers  contained  in  the  deed, 
having  contracted  to  sell  a  property  called  Bents  (a  part 
of  the  estate  comprised  in  the  deed  in  question  of  May, 
1853),  the  purchaser  required  the  concurrence  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  conveyance,  who  referred  the  matter  to 
bis  solicitor,  who  thereupon  discovered  the  whole  affair 
and  duly  explained  it  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  wife. 

I  have  examined  the  evidence  carefully,  to  see  if  I 
could  discover  anything  to  discredit  this  statement.  The 
only  thing  I  have  observed  is,  that  Mr.  Robinson  received 
the  rents  of  the  property  which  had  originally  belonged 
to  Mrs.  Proctor  and  which  was  included  in  the  indenture 

of 
(«)  3  Myl.  4  Cr.  97. 
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of  May  J 1855,  and  had  made  payments  thereout  to  them, 
which  struck  me  at  first  as  acquiescence  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff.  But,  on  further  examining  the  matter,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  any  evidence  of  know- 
ledge on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  of  the  contents  of  the 
deed,  for  the  receipt  of  rents  by  Mr.  Robinson  was  not 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  and  must, 
therefore,  have  depended  on  some  arrangement  distinct 
from  it,  and  cannot  therefore  be  treated  as  an  acquies- 
cence to  the  deed. 


It  is  next  to  be  observed,  that  no  copy  of  the  deed 
was  ever  sent  to  the  Plaintiff,  nor  do  I  find  that  any 
accounts  were  sent  or  communications  made  to  him, 
which  were  inexplicable,  except  by  reference  to  the  deed, 
or  that  the  provisions  of  the  deed  were  ever  referred  to 
for  the  purpose  of  explaining  such  accounts  or  such 
communications.  It  is  true,  that  shortly  before  the  bill 
was  filed,  and  since  the  Plaintiff  was  made  acquainted 
with  the  matter  by  his  solicitors  in  1863,  Mr.  RdbintoM  ^ 
has  sent  in  an  account  to  the  Plaintiff,  containing  an       ^^ 

account  of  his  receipts  and  payments  and  of  bis  profes-     

sional  costs.  This,  beginning  with  the  417/.  mentioned  .^B 
in  the  deed,  and  adding  to  it  the  costs  of  the  transactioo^^ci 
itself,  together  with  interest  and  the  subsequent  account^^Hs 

down  to  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  accounts,  amount 1 

in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  1,0592.  1 9t.  But  this  is  the  fir&i.^  t 
direct  notice  to  the  Plaintiff,  proceeding  on  the  footini^s; 
of  the  indenture,  which  I  have  been  able  to  find  in  tl^  ^ 
evidence  which  would  disclose  to  the  Plaintiff  the  reiBM.1 
nature  of  the  transaction  he  had  entered  into  in  Majt^^ 
1855. 


I  think,  notwithstanding  the  elaborate  statement  c^ 
Mr.  Robinson  and  his  clerk,  that  the  deed  was  ^sc 
plained  to  the  Plaintiff  clause  by  clause,  beginning  at  h^l  #*- 
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p^^t  ten  o'clock  at  night  and  continuing  during  the  two 

^aicceeding  hours,  during  which  timei  however,  it  is 

^roTed,  that  though  Mr.  Robinson  and  his  clerk  drank 

M9  ^^tbing,  the  opposite  was  the  case  with  the  Plaintiff  and 

l^iiswife. 

JVotwithstanding  this  evidence,    I    have   been  un- 

ttX:>Je  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Plaintiff  did 

UKJicierstand  this  explanation,  and  I  have  come  to  the 

o<» seclusion  that  it  was  not  till  the  middle  of  1863  that  he 

did  really  know  what  he  had  been  asked  to  do,  and  what 

h^    iicid  done  in  May,  1865.     Having  come  to  this  con- 

<^)vmsion,  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  laches  can  tell  against 

th^     Plaintiff  in  this  case,  and  that  the  deed  and  pre- 

iBcx^inary  agreement  must  both  be  delivered  up  to  be 

E^oelled,     Such  being  my  opinion,  it  follows,  as  a 

^"^^er  of  course,  that  Mr.  Robinson  must  pay  the  costs 

^bie  suit.     Mr.  JEllis  I  understood  did  not  appear  and 

"^d  mot  acted  in  the  trusts,  and  has  not  therefore  incurred 

^^^y   oosts;  if  this  be  erroneous,  the  Plaintiff  must  pay 

^^    oosts  and  add  them  to  his  own,  and  recover  both 

^S^inst  Mr.  Robinson.    The  other  Defendants  can  have 

^^  ^^osts.  They  are  Mrs.  Proctor  and  the  two  daughters 

"'^r.  Robinson,  they  will  neither  have  to  pay  nor  re- 

*^**''«  costs. 


-Affirmed,  in  lubstaDce,  by  the  Lords  Justices  (15  L.  T. 


i 
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Feb.  23,  26. 

The  words 
"  aurviyora 
and  survivor" 
of  parents 
construed 
strictly, 
although  the 
children  of 
some  of  them 
took  an  inte- 
rest in  re- 
mainder. 


Re  USTICKE. 

rpHE  testator,  by  his  will  (1844),  bequeathed  his  per- 
'^  sonai  estate  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of  his 
niece,  Georgiana  Beanehant,  who  should  attain  twenty- 
one,  equally. 

By  a  codicil  (1848),  the  testator,  in  reference  to  the 
above  bequest,  directed  that  the  share  of  each  daughter 
of  his  niece  should  be  paid  to  her  for  her  separate  use 
without  power  of  anticipation,  and  that  after  the  decease 
of  each   such  daughter,  the  securities,  the  dividends 
and  interest  whereof  were  so  payable  during  her  lifetime 
to  such  daughter,  should  go  to  and  be  divided  equally 
between  her  children  and  the  issue  of  her  children,  to 
be  vested  and  payable  at  the  times  and  in  manner  therein  ^^ma 
mentioned ;  and  if  there  should  be  no  such  child  of  such 
party  so  dying,  then  that  the  trustees  should  stand  pos^, 
sessed  of  the  said  trust  monies  and  securities  in  trus 
for  the  surviwir^  or  survivor  of  all  the  children  of  hi 
niece,  and  the  same  should  go  to  and  be  enjoyed  h^M^ 
them,  and  their,  his  and  her  children,  subject  to  tt=^e 
same  trusts  and  the  same  restrictions  in  all  things,  ^so 
far  as  the  same  were  applicable  thereto,  as  were  ther«u 
inbefore  declared  of  the  original  share  of  each  of  the 
daughters  of  his  said  niece.    There  was  no  gift  over  lY 
they  all  died  without  issue. 

The  testator  died   in  1851.    His  niece  had  seven 
children,  all  of  whom  attained  twenty-one. 


Theophilus,  one  of  the  niece's  children,  died  in  Jvb/t 
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1864,  leaving  children,  and  Ann,  another  of  such  chil- 
dren, died  in  December,  1864. 

The  one-seventh  share  of  ^nit  had  been  paid  into 
Court  by  the  trustees,  and  a  petition  was  now  presented  to 
have  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  it  declared,  and  to  have 
the  fund  transferred. 

Mr.  BaggqUay  and  Mr.  C.  Hall^  for  some  of  the 
children  of  the  niece,  argued,  that  the  children  of 
Theophilus  took  no  interest  in  Ann's  share,  inasmuch  as 
Thecphilus  did  not  survive  Ann. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Rawcliffe,  for  the  children  of 
Tkeophilns,  ai^ed  that  the  words  ''survivors  or  sur- 
vivoi^*  were  to  be  construed  ^  others  or  other  ;'*  that  it 
was  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  interest  in  remainder 
of  the  children  of  Theophilus  who  survived  Ann  could 
depend  on  the  father  surviving  her. 

Mr.  E,  Romilly  for  the  trustees. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to : — Re  Keep's 
Will  {a) ;  Re  Corbet  fs  TrusU  (ft) ;  Eyre  v.  Marsden  (c) ; 
Jarman  on  Wills  {d). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

My  opinion  is,  that  the  words  ''  survivors  or  survivor" 
must  be  read  as  they  stand,  and  that  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  hold  otherwise,  unless  I  made  a  new  will  for  the 
testator.  None  of  the  other  clauses  require  the  words 
''  survivors  or  survivor**  to  be  read  ''  others  or  other," 

and 

(a)  82  Beov.  122.  (r)  4  MyL  ^  Cr.  231. 

(»}  Johns.  591.  {d)   Vol.  2,  p.  751  (flrd  edit.) 
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and  it  is  adoiitted  that  there  is  no  gift  over.  I  think 
that  the  tendency  of  all  modern  authorities  is,  to  hold 
that  the  word  "  survivor"  must  have  its  ordinary  plain 
meaning. 

I  will  look  at  the  cases ;  but  those  in  which  there  is  a 
giflt  over,  if  the  whole  class  die  without  issue,  are  quite 
distinct,  for  there  would  be  an  intestacy,  unless  the 
words  were  construed  "others  or  other." 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feb,  23.  I  have  looked  at  the  cases,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 

that  the  words  "  survivors  or  survivor,"  in  this  will,  must 
be  construed  literally,  and  that  I  cannot  change  them 
into  "others  or  other."  They  mean  surviving  in  the 
proper  sense  of  the  term. 


BRETT  V.  CARMICHAEL. 

Mar.  10. 
AAer  a  decree  TTNDER  the  decree,  made  in  1864  in  an  adminisi 

traUon^BuU  fOT  ^'^"  ®"'*>  ^^^  "^"^^  accounts  had  been  taken  anK= — id 

payment  of      the  creditors  who  had  come  in  had  been  found  by  th^Be 
the  remaining  certificate  of  the  Chief  Clerk.     These  debts  had  hempen 
assets  to  the     paid,  and,  by  an  order  made  in  July^  1865,  a  coropromL    «e 
titled,  persons   between  the  parties  was  confirmed,  and  the  di8tributi^i«::>/7 

claimbn»      ^^^^^  '^""^®  ^^^  *^^®"  directed, 
creditors,  and 

come  in  under       After  this,  certain  alleged  creditors  of  the  testator, 

the  decree,       resident  in  France,  had  commenced  proceedings  there 
took  proceed-  . 

ings  there  agaiflfit 

against  the 

executors:  on  the  petition  of  the  executors  the  order  for  payment  to  the  beneficiarin 
was  stayed. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

against  the  executors  in  respect  of  their  alleged  claims. 
The  testator's  assets  were  all  in  England  and  still  re- 
mained undistributed,  and  there  was  no  personal  repre- 


BftCTT 


sentative  of  the  testator  in  France.  Carmichael. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  executors  presented  a 
petition  to  stay  the  distribution  of  the  assets  until  the 
determination  of  the  proceedings  in  France,  and  for 
proper  inquiries  and  directions. 

Mr.  Hemming^  in  support  of  the  petition,  argued,  that 
both  the  rights  of  the  creditors  in  France  and  of  the 
executors  here  ought  to  be  protected. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Holmes  for  the  Plaintiff',  and 
3Ir.  Kaj/y  Mr.  Oshorne^  Mr.  Morgan  and  Mr.  Mac- 
•maghten  for  other  parties,  resisted  the  application.  They 
strgued  that  the  decree  of  this  Court  ought  not  to  be 
stayed  by  parties  in  France^  who  had  neglected  to  come 
sn,  especially  as  their  claim  was  of  a  very  doubtful 
description,  and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  keep  the 
^gmrties  out  of  their  money  until  the  legal  proceedings  in 
^.Jrance  had  terminated. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  constantly  the  practice  to  allow  creditors  to  come 
^D  before  the  final  distribution  of  the  assets  (a). 

What  I  shall  do  is  this: — I  shall  stay,  for  the  present, 
^9he  order  for  distribution.  The  claimants  abroad  (the 
^^xecutors  know  who  they  are)  must  be  informed,  that, 
"^jDless  they  come  in  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  next 
^^erm,  I  shall  distribute  the  fund  as  it  stands.  Advertise- 
^^nents  of  that  fact  must  be  inserted  in  the  Moniteur,  and 
^^be  rest  of  the  petition  must  stand  over. 

(«)  Lmhley  v.  flc^g,  11  Ves.  602;  Gillespie  v.  Alarander,  3  Ruu. 
130. 
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Mar.  24. 


BEDFORD  V.  BEDFORD. 


A  sole  Plain-    fTlHIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  real  and 

diedirfter^de-  personal  estate  of  a  testator. 

cree,  an  order 

to  revive 

agaiuBthis  After  the  decree  had  been  made  the  sole  Plaintiff 

devisee  was       j:^ j 

made,  under 

Ihe  15  &  16 

•.62',  ^^'  ^'  -S''^"^^  "<^w  asked  for  an  order  to  revive 

under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  52.  He  referred  to 
Dendy  v.  Dendy  (a);  WiUiams  v.  Williams  (b);  Jack- 
ton  V.  Ward(c);  and  Laurie  v.  Crush  (d):  see  ako 
Eyre  v.  Brett  (e);  and  Earl  Durham  v.  Legardlf); 
and  observed,  that  a  decree  having  been  made,  the  order 
now  asked  would  not,  as  it  would  before  decree,  be  open 
to  the  objection,  that  it  would  be  obtaining  a  supple- 
mental decree  before  a  decree  had  been  made  in  the 
original  cause. 


The  Master  of  the  Rollb. 

I   think  that  does  make  a  distinction.     Take  the 
order. 

(a)  5  W.  Rq>.  221.  (d)  32  Bern.  117. 

(6)  9  W,  Rep.  296.  (e)  34  Beav.  441. 

(c)  1  Giff.  30.  (/)  Ibid.  442. 
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HALE  V.  BUSHILL. 

MOTCh  2. 

TN  1859,  the  testator,  Mr.  Mallulue,  granted  to  the  A  testator  had 
"^     Plaintiff,  Hale,  a  lease  of  a  farm  for  seven  years,  ^,J^^e  * 
with  the  option  of  purchasing  it  within  that  period.    The  right  of  pre- 
lestator  had,  in  the  previous  year  (1858),  devised  the  ^^te^whlch" 
Farm  to  the  infant  Defendant.  ^f  had  pre- 

viously  devised 
to  an  infant. 

The  testator  died  in  1861,  and  in  1864  the  Plaintiff  J^^^J^"^^ 

exercised  his  option  of  purchasing  the  farm;  but,  it  being  option  after  the 

vested  in  an  infant,  he  was  compelled  to  institute  this  InT^edhb^ 

Buit  to  obtain  a  specific  performance  and  conveyance.       hill  against 

■^  "^  the  infant  and 

executor  for 

Mr.  H.  Humphreys,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  the  JPJ^f^^"^" 

testator's  estate  was  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit  The  Court 

which   had   been   occasioned    by  his   act.      He  cited  Slfngt^t^^ 

Purser  v.  Darby  (a);   The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Defendants. 

Company  ▼.  TuffnelHb)\  The  Midland  Railway  Com- 

pony  V.  Westcomb  (c);  In  re  Weeding* s  Estate  {d). 

Mr.  BaggaUay  for  the  infant.  This  was  not  an  abso- 
lute contract  for  sale,  but  a  mere  option  to  become  pur- 
chaser. There  was  no  contract  to  purchase  until  after 
the  testator's  death,  when  the  option  was  exercised,  and 
the  difficulty  is  accidental  and  attributable  to  no  one. 
There  should  be  no  costs  given  on  either  side.  He  relied 
on  Bannerman  v.  Clarke  (e). 


Mr. 


(fl)  4  Kay  if  J.  1.  (d)  4  Jur.  (N.  S.)  707. 

(6)  3  Railw,  Ca.  133.  (e)  3  Drew.  632. 

(c)  11  Sim.  57. 
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Mr.  JHckimon,  for  the  executor^  contended  that  no 
costs  were  payable,  there  being  no  real  default. 

Mr.  Humphreys  in  reply. 

The  M  ASTBR  of  the  Rolls. 

When  I  find  conflicting  decisions,  I  must  necessarily 
follow  the  one  which  appears  to  me  to  be  that  most 
consonant  with  reason  and  equity.  I  shall  follow 
Bannerman  v.  Clarh^  which  appears  to  be  more  reason- 
able and  which  was  not  cited  before  the  Vice-Cban- 
cellor  when  he  decided  Purser  ▼.  Darby. 

If,  after  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  the  veodi 
intentionally  did  some  act  to  embarrass  the  title,  thi 
Court  would  make  him  or  his  estate  pay  the  costs  of 
But  the  fact  of  the  death  of  the  vendor  or  his  not  ba^ 
made  his  will  or  of  his  not  having  disposed  of  the 
perty,  would  not  appear  to  me  to  be  such  a  case. 

I  express  no  opinion  of  how  the  case  would  stand, 
immediately  after  a  contract  for  sale,  a  testator 
will  and  devised  the  legal  estate  to  an  infant.     Bet 
diflBculty  here  arose  from  the  act  of  God,  and  the 
was  made  prior  to  the  contract,  which  merely  gave 
option  and  which  the  Plaintiff  never  exercised  io 
testator's  lifetime. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  no  costs  ought  to  be  given  qi 
this  case. 
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JEr  parte  THE  TRUSTEES  OF  THE  BIRMING- 
HAM  BLUE-COAT  SCHOOL. 

March  10,  12. 

~T)  Y  a  private  act  of  parliament,  8  &  9  Vict,  c,  xxvii.  By  an  act  of 

--'^     confirming  a  scheme  for  the  management  of  the  fu^*iJi*Court 

^;harityy  the  trustees  were  empowered  to  sell  all  trees,  were,  by  way 

stone,  coal,  ironstone,  brickearth,  clay,  loose  sand  and  vestment, to  be 

fgravei.    The  produce  was  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  If"A^"*'y. 

applied  in  the  purchase  of  freeholds  near  Birmingham,  tualling  or 

3y  the  16th  section,  the  money, until  applied,  was  "from  gfu, ^"g^t 

time  to  time  to  be  laid  out,  under  the  direction  of  the  under  tbe 

Court,  in  the  purchase  of  navy^  victualling  or  exchequer  ^^  33^  „, ^ 

nils  J*  tbe  General 

Orders  of  tbe 
Istof  Ff6rti- 

A  sum  of  2,896Z.,  arising  from  the  sale  of  clay,  sand  ^^[irt^iowed 

and  gravely  had  been  paid  into  Court,  and  the  trustees,  tbem  to  be 

by  this  petition,  asked    that  it   might   be  invested  in  qJ^]^ 

Consols. 

Mr.  Speed,  in  support  of  the  petition,  referred  to  the 
23  ^  24  Vict.  c.  38,  and  to  the  General  Orders  of  the 
Isi  of  February,  1861  (a),  and  he  argued,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  terms  of  the  special  act,  the  fund,  being 
'^  cash  under  the  control  of  the  Court,'*  might  be  in- 
'  vested  in  Consols. 

He  also  referred  to  Morgan's  Pr.  (fc). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  doubted  whether  such  an 
order  could  be  properly  made. 


Mr. 
(tf)  30  Bean.  651.  (6)  Paget  301,  684. 
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Mr.  Spied  produced  an  order  in  Re  MiifordTs  Estate^ 
in  which  Vice-chancellor  Wood  had  authorized  a  fund. 
Ex  parte      directed  to  be  laid  out  in  exchequer  bills,  to  be  inTCsted 
The  Trustees  {q  Consols. 


OF  THE 

Birmingham 

Blue  Coat 

School. 


Tfie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  will  follow  that  authority. 


^ 


March  IS,  13. 

Rules  as  to 
costs  upon 
petitions  to 
wind  up 
public  com- 
panies. 

When  the 
Court  oaakes 
no  order  on  a 
petitioo  to 
wind  up,  the 
shareholders 
supporting  it 
get  no  costs, 
and  the  share- 
holders resist- 
ing it  get  no 
costs  unless 
personally  as- 
sailed.    But 
when  the 
Court  makes 
the  winding- 
up  order,  the 
shareholders 
or  creditors 
supporting  it 
get  one  set  of 
costs  between 
them. 


Re  THE  HUMBER  IRON  WORKS  COMPANY. 

r\S  the  20th  of  February,  1866,  the  shareholders  of 
^-^  this  company  confirmed  a  resolution  for  winding 
it  up  voluntarily,  and  for  appointing  Mr.  Child,  the 
liquidator,  at  a  considerable  salary. 


On  the  27th  oi  February,  1866,  Messrs.  Lathanwui 
Smith,  creditors  of  the  company,  presented  a  petition^ 
through  the  company's  solicitors,  for  winding  it  up  undea 
the  supervision  of  the  Court,  and  for  continuing  Mi 
Child  as  the  liquidator. 


nd 

*  er 
■r. 


Upon  this,  Mr.  Witham,  a  large  judgment  creditor  oc^    of 
the  company,  presented  a  second  petition  for  windin^-^rsigf 
it  up  compulsorily.     He  suggested  that  the  first  petitio  ^c^oo 
had  been  presented  in  collusion  with  the  company,  imk  io 
order   to  continue   the  voluntary  winding  up  and  t^^^o 
retain  Mr.  Child  in  the  management,  contrary  to  tt     le 
ioterests  of  the  creditors.    This  second  petition  oou^H/ 
not  be  heard  until  the  17th  of  March. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Marten  now  (12th  AforcA)  a.  f- 
neared  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Lathan  and   Smith,  avi(/ 
'--  Qfi  order  for  winding  up  the  compan/ 
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Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  Mr.  Witham,  said  ihki,  in  that  1866. 

eaae,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  bring  on  his  petition  ^^\^^ 

on  the  17th  of  March.     He  asked  to  withdraw  it,  and  ^^^  Humbek 

for    his    costs.      He  cited  In  re  Marlborough   Club  Iron  Works 
Company  (a). 

Mr,  Baggallag  and  Mr.  Druce  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Jessel,  Mr.  Southgate,  Mr.  Bagshawe  and  Mr. 
F.  Harrison  appeared  for  other  large  creditors  to  insist 
on  a  compulsory  winding  up.  They  asked  for  their 
costs. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  considered  the  question  of  costs  in  this  case^  March  13. 
and  1  shall  presently  state  the  rule  which  I  have  adopted 
and  expressed^  and  which  I  intend  to  follow.  But  the 
•case  of  Mr.  Witham  is  an  exception^  and  does  not  come 
within  the  ordinary  rule ;  for  I  think  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  his  petition,  presented  by  him  under 
peculiar  circumstances.  The  other  petition  was  really 
the  petition  of  the  company,  asking  the  continuance  of 
this  Official  Liquidator.  Mr.  Witham  was,  therefore, 
justified  in  presenting  his  petition,  which  was  a  proper 
one  for  the  purpose,  and  I  shall  allow  him  his  costs  out 
of  the  estate. 

With  respect  to  the  other  creditors,  tw<^  cases  are 
to  be  considered  in  determining  the  proper  rule;  one 
where  the  Court  refuses  to  make  any  order,  and  the 
other  where  it  makes  the  order  to  wind  up  the  company. 
The  rules  as  to  costs  are  separate  and  distinct  in  these 
two  cases. 

I  will 

(a)  1  L.  JL  (Eq,)  216. 
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1866.  I  will  take  the  first  case,  where  the  Court  refuses  to 

^^^  make  the  order.     In  that  case,  I  shall  adopt  the  rule 

ThbHumbbk  which  I  stated  yesterday  in  the  Anglo-Greek  ca8e(a)y 
(STHPAMr**  namely,  that  where  the  Court  refuses  to  make  the  order, 
the  company  opposing  the  order  will  have  their  costs 
from  the  Petitioner.  But  contributories,  shareholders  or 
creditors,  who  appear  and  support  the  petition,  cannot 
have  their  costs,  for  as  they  come  to  support  the  Peti- 
tioner they  cannot  have  their  costs  from  him.  As  to 
those  who  appear  to  oppose  the  petition,  I  shall  give 
them  no  costs,  except  where  a  personal  charge  is  made 
against  them  of  such  a  character  as  to  justify  them  io 
appearing  and  opposing  the  petition.  If  they  be  free 
from  blame,  and  if  the  charges  against  them  are  dis- 
proved, I  shall  give  them  their  costs,  to  be  paid  by  the 
Petitioner. 

In  the  other  case,  where  the  Court  grants  the  prayer 
of  the  petition,  it  gives  no  costs  to  those  who  appear  to 
oppose  it,  for  the  Court  makes  the  order  against  them.^ 
The  Court,  however,  gives  costs  to  the  company  out  ol 
the  estate.  Where  shareholders  or  creditors  appear  foi 
and  support  the  petition  which  asks  that  the  companj 
may  be  wound  up,  and  the  Court  makes  the  order,  L 
allows  them  one  set  of  costs. 

I  have  written  down  the  rule  thus  : — 

"  Where  the  Court  refuses  to  make  any  order,  tl 

shareholders  supporting  the  petition  get  no  costs,  ar 

the  shareholders  resisting  the  petition  get  no  costs  fro*^ 

the  Petitioner,  unless  personally  assailed.     Where  t" 

Court  makes  the  order  to  wind  up,  and  shareholders       ^=^r 

creditors  appear,  together  or  separately,  to  support        m  t, 

one  set  of  costs  is   given   amongst  them  out  of  '^i^e 

estate." 

In 

(a)  Pott. 


I 
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In  this  case  there  are  four  creditors  who  appear,  and 
^liey  must  arrange  how  the  one  set  of  costs  is  to  be 
d  istributed  amongst  them.  j^^  Humbek 

Iron  Works 

COMPAMT, 


^ 


^Be   THE    CONSTANTINOPLE    AND    ALEX- 
ANDRA  HOTEL  COMPANY. 

March  12. 
N  order  had  been  made  to  wind  up  this  company.  Under  a  wind- 
and  Messrs.  Smith  and  Eldborough  claimed  to  be  JJ^mpSny  a 
crr-<^^itor8  of  the  company  for  8,000/.    The  oflScial  liqui-  party  cUiming 
dcB^^or  took  out  a  summons  calling  on  Messrs.  Smith  must  either 

fli.xm  d  JEIdborough  to  make  the  usual  affidavit  of  documents  «u*>niit  to  pro- 
•  duce  all  docu- 

SKs    ^heir  possession  and  to  produce  them.  The  Chief  Clerk  menu  in  his 

!>»"<:> posed   making  the  usual  order,  but  the  claimants  j^JJJ^^'hJf" 

^■^F>i:i.ted  his  jurisdiction  and  asked  for  an  adjournment  claim,  or  it 

^*^^^>    CSonrt,  which  was  granted.  Sowed.'*' 

^^w.  Bevir  in  support  of  the  application.    The  practice 
'^^^^^r  the  Winding-up  Act  is  similar  to  that  in  a  cre- 
8uit.     It  is  the  ordinary  course  in  creditors'  suits 
^    K^^^ke  the  claimant  produce  all  documents  relating  to 
***«    olaim.     He  referred  to  the  16  ^  16  Vict.  c.  86,  $.  18. 

-^flr.  Locock  Webb  for  the  claimants.     This  is  the  first 

f^F^licsation  of  this  sort,  and  the  statute  referred  to  only 

*^  lilies  to  suits.    The  case  of  a  creditor  is  very  different, 

^^^^    oreditors  are,  after  decree,  as  it  were,  parties  to  the 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

'^  creditors'  suits  it  is  my  practice,  if  a  claimant  does 

^^^  bring  forward  his  papers,  to  disallow  his  debt,  and 

*oUow  the  same  course  when  winding  up  companies. 

I  cannot 
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Re 


I  cannot  make  the  order  on  these  claimants  compulsorflyy 
but  I  must  disallow  their  claim  unless  thq^  bring  in  all 
No  one  can  properly  prove  his  debt 

The 


TheCoh.tan-^'^«  documents. 

TiNoPLE  AND   without  produclng  all  the  documents  relating  to  it 

Hotel        Respondents  must  pay  the  costs. 
Company.       


Note.— See  25  *  26  Vict.  c.  89,  i.  115, 117. 


1865. 

AforcAM. 

Distinction 
between  a  de- 
cree to  admi- 
nister the 
estate  of  A,  B. 
and  a  decree 
directing  his 
legal  personal 
representative 
either  to  ad- 
mit assets  or 
to  account. 

When,  after 
a  decree  di- 
recting a  legal 
personal  re- 
presentative to 
admit  assets 
or  account,  he 
pays  debts,  he 
will  be  allowed 
them,  though 
the  estate 
should  prove 
deficient.    But 
when  such  a 
payment  is 
made  after  a 
decree  for  the 
administration 
of  the  estate 
the  rule  is 
otherwise. 


GEORGE  V.  GEORGE.  (No.  1.) 

\  TESTATOR,  W.  W.,  died  in  1841,  and  Oremes 
"^^^  and  Wright  were  his  execotors  and  trustees. 
Greaves  died  intestate  in  1859  and  Bagshawe  was  his 
representative.  In  1861,  the  usual  decree  was  made  for 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  W.  W.  the  testator. 
The  decree  also  ''ordered  that  what  should  be  coming 
from  Greaves  should  be  answered  by  the  Defendant 
Bagshawe,  his  administrator,  out  of  his  estate  come  to 
his  hands  in  a  due  course  of  administration.  And  in 
case  Bagshawe  should  not  admit  assets  of  Greaves  suffi* 
cient  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  then  it  was  ordered  that 
an  account  should  be  taken  of  the  personal  estate  of 
Greaves  received  by  Bagshawe^  or  by  any  other  person 
or  persons  by  his  order  or  for  his  use." 

In  taking  the  accounts,  a  sum  of  1,201/.  Zs.  Bd.  was 
found  due  from  Greaves'  estate  to  the  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator W.  W.y  and  Bagshawe  declined  to  admit  assets  to 
pay  it.  An  account  was  thereupon  taken  of  Greaves* 
estate. 

The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  Bagshawe  had  received 
assets  of  Greaves  to  the  amount  of  16,616/.,  and  that 

he 
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be  bad  paid  or  was  entitled  to  be  allowed  22fl52L, 

leaving   a   balance   of  5,4.361.   due    to   him.      But   it 

appeared  that  Bagshawe  had,  since  the  decree  of  1861^ 

pskxd  debts  of  Chreaves  to  the  extent  of  6,670/.    There 

^UTAB  still  some  outstanding  estate  of  Greaves,  which  had 

Ei£>t  been  ascertained  under  the  decree. 

The  Plaintiff  contended,  this  sum  of  6,670/.  ought  to 

disallowed,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  paid  after 

3  decree,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  debt  due  from  Chreaves 

^^^  the  estate  of  the  testator.    The  Chief  Clerk  reserved 

iMzm,^^^^  question  for  the  future  decision  of  the  Court    The 

c^3m^    ^m      me  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 


r.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Woodhouae  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Ir.  EddiSf  Mr.  Elderton,  Mr.  Cole  and  Mr.  Bag- 
\  for  the  other  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Defendant  Bagshawe  has^  since  the  decree  was 
^-^^  in  this  cause,  paid  simple  contract  debts  for  which 
^    personal  estate  of  his  intestate  was  liable,  and  I  am 
opinion  that  these  payments  must  be  allowed. 

^  most  point  out  a  distinction  between  what  I  call  a 

^^vee  for  the  direct  administration  and  a  decree  for  the 

^lateral  administration  of  an  estate.    It  is  true  that,  in 

^  ^it  for  the  administration  of  an  estate,  if  payments  are 

^e  by  the  executor  or  administrator  after  a  decree  has 

-s^  made  for  the  administration  of  an  estate,  that  is,  if 

^^    executor  or  administrator,  knowing  that  there  is  a 

^^ciency  of  assets,  thinks  fit  to  pay  a  simple  contract 

^^ot  ID  full,  all  that  he  can  do  is,  to  stand  in  the  place 

^^  the  creditor  whom  he  pays,  and  he  must  bear  the  loss 

if 
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ir  the  estate  should  prove  insufficient  to  pay  all  the 
debts  (a). 

Here  a  debt  is  due  to  the  estate  of  a  testator  from  his 
executor  Oreaves  who  is  dead,  and  the  administrator  of 
Oreaves  is  called  on  to  admit  assets  or  to  account  for 
the  personal  estate  of  Greaves  received  by  him.  This  is 
not  a  simple  decree  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  Greaves;  it  is  a  decree  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate  of  W.  W.  Under  it,  the  representative  of  a 
deceased  debtor  to  the  estate  of  W.  W.  is  required  to 
make  good  the  debt;  if  assets  are  not  admitted  %  by 
him,  you  must  take  the  account  against  him,  and  if 
a  balance  is  found  in  his  hands,  you  are  entitled  to  be 
paid  out  of  it  what  is  due  to  the  estate  administered 
under  the  decree :  but  this  is  all ;  if  you  seek  any  other 
relief  it  can  only  be  had  by  means  of  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  executor. 
If  it  were  otherwise,  you  might  have  a  cluster  of  admi- 
nistrations of  different  estates  in  one  suit. 


Wher^  a  Defendant,  being  a  legal  personal  representa- 
tive, is  directed  either  to  admit  assets  or  to  account  for 
the  estate  which  he  holds  in  trust,  it  is  a  sort  of  col- 
lateral order,  made  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  a  personal  order  can  be  made  against  him  for 
payment  of  the  debt  due  from  the  estate  he  represents. 
If  he  does  not  admit  assets,  an  account  is  taken  and 
the  debt  is  paid  out  of  the  assets  in  his  hands. 

If  you  want  to  go  further,  you  must  take  such  pro- 
ceedings as  you  may  be  advised  against  Bagshawe  to 
administer  the  estate  of  Greaves. 


(a)  Jofi€t  V.  JttkeSy  2  F«r.  jun, 
518;  Sheioen  v.  Vanderhorst,  1  K. 
*  MyL  347 ;  2  E.  4  M^/.  75; 


Bugden  ▼.  Sage,  3  Myl.  if  Car. 
683,  687 ;  MUckeUon  v.  Piper, 
8  Sim.  Qd. 
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THE  CRENVER,  &c.  MINING  COMPANY 


IVl 


(LIMITED)  V.  WILLYAMS.  Jon.  19. 

^  '  Feb.  9. 

lELJESSEL  and  Mr.  Prendergast  for  the  Plaintiffs.  A  bill  prayed 

that  a  mort- 
gage might 

3Ir.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Rowcliffe  for  Willyams.  aSdfor ftlrther 

relief,  but  it 

.^/«  re  Strand  Music  Hall  Company  {Limited)  («)  was  J^'lS)  wme 

extent  The 
Court  refused 
the  relief 

Ir.  Beavan  for  the  assignee  of  Qrxffin.  asked,  or  to 

°  '*'  make  a  decree 

for  redemp- 

Ir.J.»./ in  reply.  'ZZnV.. 

was  properly 
due,  and  dis* 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Pijf^?  *^«  , 

*^  bill  with  costs. 

_   . ^  .    .  ...  1  1        1  .1  A  mining 

.flLhis  is  a  suit  instituted  by  the  company,  praying  that  company,  em- 

.     «a  eed  of  the  23rd  of  January y  1866,  executed  by  the  ^y^^^^^ 

^'  '  •'  raise  money, 

'osranpany,  may  be  declared  void  as  against  the  company,  gave  a  security 

t¥^^:a   that  it  may  be  decreed  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  ^onlw  due^'^'^ 

•«i.»rm  celled.     The  bill  also  prays  for  an  injunction  to  re-  and  to  become 

&t.r^3i.  in  the  Defendants  (who  are  bankers  carrying  on  contractor,  to 

^o^mness  at  Truro  in  Cornwall  under  the  name  of  "  The  ^*»o";  ^^^J  , 
-^  ^_.  ^^  were  indebted : 

na.-S.smers^  Bank'^)  from  taking  possession  of  the  property  —Held,  that 

^«"  effects  of  the  mining  company  by  virtue  of  this  deed,  co^an***TOuld 
^^^   from  exercising  any  powers  contained  in  it  against  not  guarantee 
tK  A    ^^  the  debt  of  a 

^^    company.  stranger,  still, 

This  that  the  ad- 
f.  «e  n,^  Te«  vancestothe 

(a)  35  Beat,  153.  contractor 

*»  y^  might  be  valid 

^Y^  ^<*«  the  agent  of  the  company,  and  tembU^  that  the  security  would  be  valid  to 
^^  ^^tnt  of  the  money  properly  expended  by  the  contractor  on  the  works  of  the 

"^OL.  XXXV— III.  A  A 
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1866.  This  suit  is  a  striking  instance  of  the  advantage  de- 

^^J^^*^^       rived  from  the  impersonal  character  of  a  duly  registered 

Crbhtbr,  &g.  joint  stock  company,  and  it  also  conveys  a  warning  to 

A^Riiio  Co.    j^jj  persons  how  they  deal  with  companies  of  this  de- 

V.  scription.     On  the  23rd  January  in  last  year  (1865), 

the  directors  of  the  company,  knowing  perfectly  what 

they  were  doing,  and  having  full  power  to  bind  all  the 

shareholders  within  the  legitimate  exercise  of  the  powers 

conferred  upon  them,  executed  a  deed  of  mortgage  to 

the  Defendants,  who,  relying  upon  the  validity  of  that 

deed,  advanced  large  sums  of  money.     A  change  ot 

directors  takes  place,  and  in  the  month  of  Nonemben^ 

following  the  new  directors  file  the  present  bill,  con^ . 

tending  that  the  act  of  the  previous  board  was  whoU^^v- 
ultra  vires  and  that  the  whole  transaction  must  be  se  -"^ 
aside.  

I  am  of  opinion  that  two  questions  arise  which  I  m 
consider;  first,  whether  the  deed  of  January,  1865, 
authorized  by  the  constitution  of  the  company  to  ai 
and  if  any  to  what  extent,  and  secondly,  if  it  was  n< 
whether  the  moneys  advanced  by  the  Defendants  w< 
applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  either  in  p^  3^* 
ment  of  previously  existing  liabilities  of  the  compaKTB  3^, 
or  in  defraying  the  expense  of  the  works  of  the  compaar»  3^. 

The  company  was  incorporated  in  November,  1&^S> 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  and  working  certain  min^ 
in  the  county  of  Cornwall.    The  nominal  capital  ^^^8 
150,000/.  in  30,000  shares  of  51.  each.    The  articles  <^f 
association,  to  which  I  shall  have  presently  to  refer,  w^re 
duly  registered,  and  the  company  took  five  mines.    After- 
wards, and  about  two  months  after  their  incorporation 
(28th  January,  1864),  they  entered  into  a  written  con- 
tract with  Mr.  Chriffin,  an  engineer,  who  was  to  under- 
take to  supply  materials  and  construct  and  erect  certain 

buildingSi 


WiLLTAMf. 
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buildings,  machinery,  engines  and  plant  necessary  for        1866. 
the  proper  working  of  the  mines  they  had  taken,  the      *^^^^*-^ 
^um  of  85,000^.  to  be  paid  in  the  following  manner,  Cebnyee,  &c. 
V  i«. :— one  half  (being  42,500Z.)  in  1 7,000  shares  paid  up    ^^^^^^^^' 
to  the  extent  of  one-half,  that  is  50s.  per  share,  and  the 
j-^mainder  in  money.     Mr.  Griffin  contracted  that  he 
^t^ould,  before  the  1st  August,  1865,  complete  the  build- 
jr»S^  &D<1  machinery,  in  all  respects,  according  to  the 
r^^quirements  of  the  engineer  of  the  company,  in  a  state 
a^     for  the  immediate  working  of  the  company.     The 
p^3rmeDt8  under  the  contract  were  to  be  made  to  the 
CO  extractor  e?ery  month,  on  the  certificate  of  the  engineer 
of*  Che  company,  less  twenty  per  cent.,  half  in  cash  and 
'ica.  I  fin  shares,  and  the  twenty  per  cent,  was  to  be  retained 
^y    Che  directors  until  the  completion  of  the  works  as  a 
^^<^\Mriij  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract 

^^n  the  30th  June,  1864,  a  supplemental  contract  was 

^*^*^red  into  between  Mr.   Griffin  and  the   company, 

'^^^'V.ing  certain  arrangements  respecting  calls  on  shares, 

^^      ^vhich   I  do  not   think   it   material   more   fully  to 

^^^».     Considerable  sums  of  money  were  advanced  by 

^^     bankers  to   Mr.  Griffin  to   enable  him  to  go  on 

.        *^li  the  works,  and  in  the  beginning  of  January,  1865, 

^^  ^^wed  the  Defendants  upwards  of  14,000Z.  for  moneys 

,  '^^^Qced  to  him.    The  company  also  owed  the  bankers 

|j^^,^J^^2Z.,  and  the  company  were  also  liable  for  5,000Z.  on 

^  ^^  not  then  at  maturity  discounted  by  the  banking 

j^     ^^^>pany,  and  which  formed  part  of  the  14,000/.  due 

^^  the  contractor. 

-^  n  this  state  of  things,  the  indenture  in  question  was 

^^uted,  it  bears  date  the  23rd  January,  1865,  and  is 

,^^^e  and  executed  by  Mr.  Griffin  of  the  first  part,  the 

^^intiffs,  the  company,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  De- 

^^dants,  the  bankers,  of  the  third  part,  it  recited  the 

A  A  2  contract 
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1866.       contract  with  Oriffin,  and  that  he  bad  since  constracte 
"^"^^      divers  of  the  works  contracted  for,  and  had  erected  divei 
Cebmybe,  &c.  buildings,  machinery,  be ,  and  had  supplied  material 
MniiMo  Co.    (qy  the  game  in    pursuance  of  the  contract ;   and  i 
V.  further  recited   (as   the  facts  were)  that   Oriffin  ha 

WiLLTAMs.  received  19,578Z.  from  the  company  in  part  payment 
and  6,266  shares  2/.  XOa.  paid  up,  and  1,423  share 
2/.  I65.  paid  up,  and  that  a  large  sum  still  remained  da 
to  him  from  the  company  under  the  contract  Tbs 
Oriffin  was  possessed  of  machinery  and  timber,  an 
that  he  was  indebted  to  Messrs.  Willy ams  in  14,339/ 
for  moneys  advanced  for  the  purpose  of  the  said  con 
tract,  and  that  the  company  was  indebted  to  Messn 
Willyams  in  the  sum  of  1,272/.  for  moneys  advanced 
and  that  Oriffin  bad  applied  to  Messrs.  WillyamB  t 
make  further  advances  to  enable  the  contract  to  b 
carried  out,  which  they  had  agreed  to  do  on  having  th 
repayment  of  the  14,289/.  and  l,272/»  and  any  other  sue 
advanced  by  them  to  Griffin  secured  as  after  appeartn| 
The  indenture  then  witnessed^  that  Oriffin  and  the  coo; 
pany  covenanted  to  pay  to  Messrs.  Willyams  the  14,239 
and  1,272/.  with  all  further  sums  advanced  to  Oriffi 
with  interest.  And  Griffin  assigned  to  Messrs.  WUfyam 
all  moneys  due  or  to  become  due  under  the  contract,  an 
ail  engines  and  timber,  &c.,  and  the  company  assigne 
to  Messrs.  Willyams  all  tin,  copper,  &c.,  to  be  raised  01 
of  the  mine.  This  was  made  subject  to  redemption  0 
payment  of  the  moneys  covenanted  to  be  paid,  and  tl 
deed  contained  a  power  of  sale  in  default  of  payment. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  tl: 
articles  of  association,  this  was  a  valid  instrument  to  an 
and  if  any  to  what  extent.  The  clauses  of  the  artick 
which  relate  to  this  subject  are  as  follows: — 

By  the  81st  section  of  the  articles,  it  is  provided,  tht 
no  purchase,  sale,  contract  or    agreement,  made  c 

entere 
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entered  into  by  the  promoters  or  directors,  or  act  done       1866. 
by  the  directors,  to  which  the  assent  of  the  company  in      ^"TJT'^ 
general  meeting  should  have  been  given,  should  be  after-  Crenvee,  &c. 
-vrarda  impeached  as  ultra  vires.  ^LiuvtzD^ 


By  the  83rd  section,  the  directors  are  empowered  to 
i  se  any  sums,  by  mortgage  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
r^npany's  estates  or  otherwise  as  therein  mentioned. 


!!Sy  the  84th  section  it  is  provided,  that  all  securities 
M^e  on  behalf  of  the  company,  may  be  made  in  such 
for  c^  and  may  contain  such  powers,  &c.,  including  powers 
of*  ^Mile,  as  the  directors  shall  think  fit,  and  shall  be  sealed 
mri^Ia  the  seal  of  the  company  and  countersigned  by  the 
s^crretary,  and  when  so  signed,  sealed  and  countersigned, 
»^«^ll  be  valid  and  conclusive  and  enforceable  against  the 
^^>napany  without  the  necessity  of  proving  any  other 
"^  otters  than  their  having  been  executed  in  the  manner 
•^^oresaid. 

It  certainly  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  a  mortgage  of 

t««  property  of  the  company  to  secure  a  debt  due  from 

^^^'i*   contractor  to  the  bankers  of  the  company,  falls 

^^^^"^Wn  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  directors  or  within 

*^^    Contemplation  of  the  83rd  clause  of  the  articles. 

^^»  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  that 

^  indenture  of  mortgage  of  January,  1865,  is  wholly 

^^•^»  and  that  it  ought  not  to  stand  as  a  security  for 

^*^ything. 

^t  the  date  of  the  indenture,  as  I  have  already  stated, 

^  Defendants  had  discounted  acceptances  of  the  com- 

^^'^y  for  6,002/.,  which  bills  had  not  then  arrived  at 

^^^Urily,  but  were  otill  running  and  about  to  become 

^^^  from  the  company.    There  was  also  a  further  sum 

of 


WlLLYAMI. 
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1866.       or  1,272/.  Is.  Id.  due  from  the  company  to  the  De- 
^^^^^^"^      fendantSy  and,  in  truth,  the  Plaintiffs,  by  their  counsel 
Crbktbr,  &c.  ^^  ^^^  ^^^f  offer  to  pay  these  two  sums  to  the  De^ 
Mining  Co.    fendants,  not,  they  say,  as  the  price  to  be  paid  for 
V.  cancelling    the    indenture,   but  out  of   their   bounty, 

WiLLYAifs.    because   they  really  owe  the  money  which   they  are 
willing  to  repay.     But  I  am  of  opinion,  that  to  give  se- 
curity for  these  two  sums  of  money  was  within  the  scope 
and  authority  of  the  directors,  and  that  they  are  properly 
secured  by  the  deed.     I  am  not  acquainted  with  any 
case  where  a  Court  has  ordered  a  deed  to  be  delivered 
up  to  be  cancelled  where  it  was  a  valid  security  for  any 
sum  of  money.     In  truth,  in  all  those  cases  in  which  the         ^ 
Court  has,  by  its  decision,  partially  affected  the  validity        -^ 
of  a  deed  (as  for  instance  where  it  has  set  aside  the  sale      .^ 
of  reversions  for  the  ground  of  inadequate  consideration),     ^  a 

it  has  not  directed  the  deed  to  be  cancelled,  but  has  de- 

clared  that  it  should  stand  as  a  security  for  the  money  ^^^ 
actually  paid  for  the  purchase  of  the  reversion  and  for-w  ^ 
interest  upon  that  amount.     The  bill  here  does  not^  ^ 
contain  any  prayer  or  offer  to  that  effect.     It  states,  no 
doubt,  in  paragraph  twenty-three,  that  endeavours  wereE^' 
made  for  a  compromise  on  that  footing,  but,  as  the  bill  K^ 
stands,  it  simply  asks  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  th^^  < 
Defendants  from  acting  upon  the  powers  contained  xxtm 
that  deed  and  for  the  delivery  up  and  cancellation  of  th^  ^ 
deed  itself. 

It  is  also  difficult  to  say  that  the  right  of  the  De--^ 
fendants  under  that  deed  would  be  confined  to  makin: 
the  mortgage  a  security  only  for  these  two  sums.     Th( 
company  expressly  covenant  that  they  will  pay  any  sum^- 
of  money  to  be  advanced  after  the  date  of  the  deed  t 
the  contractor,  Mr.  Oriffin.    Now  it  is  unquestionabi 
true,  that  it  would  not  be  within  the  scope  of  the  author 
rity  of  the  directors  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  a  deb^ 

to 
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to  be  contracted  thereafter  between  a  stranger  and  his       1866. 
1)anker,  in  which  the  company  had  no  concern  ;  but  if      '^^JT'*^^ 
the  directors  think  fit  to  constitute  a  person  their  agent  Cebnyee,  kc 
or  aenrant  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  undertake  to 
repay  the  money  to  be  advanced  to  that  servant  or 
agent,  as  if  it  were  advanced  to  themi  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  principle  or  authority  which,  in  that  view  of  the 
case,  would  enable  the  principal  to  repudiate  the  pay- 
ment made  to  his  agent  by  his  authority.     If  so,  it 
requires  this  deed  to  be  examined,  to  see  whether  the 
true  scope  and  construction  of  it  is  not,  in  efiect,  to 
make  Mr.   Griffin  their  agent  for  the  receipt  of  the 
moneys,  to  be  applied  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  the 
buildings  and  works  which  he  was  directed  to  construct 
and  perform  for  the  use  of  the  company.     If  this  be 
taken  as  the  true  construction  of  the  mortgage  deed, 
then  upwards  of  9,000/.  have,  since  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  been  advanced  by  the  Defendants  to  Mr.  Griffin 
on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs.     If  he  was  the  Plaintiffs* 
agent,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  bankers  to  see  how 
the  money  was  applied.     But  even  if  this  construction 
could  not  be  put  on  the  indenture  oi  January j  1865; 
still,  in  my  opinion,  it  would  be  difficult  to  hold  that 
the  Defendants,  the  bankers,  would   not  be  entitled, 
under  the  covenant  I  have  referred  to,  to  claim  against 
the  Plaintiffs,  the  company,  all  such  sums  of  money 
as  were  paid  by  the  Defendants  to  Mr.  Griffin^  and  were 
by  him  properly  expended  on  the  works  performed  by 
him  for  the  company.    This,  as  I  understand  it,  amounts 
to  the  sum  of  7,485^,  which  has  been  certified  by  the 
engineer  of  the  company  to  have  been  properly  ex- 
pended. 


To  this  it  is  urged,  that  an  action  has  been  brought 
for  this  amount,  and  that  only  2,294/.  or  thereabouts 

has 
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has  been  recoyered,  and  tins  must,  therefore,  be  taken 
to  be  the  full  amount  which  could  be  recovered  under 
the  covenant.  If  that  question  has  been  so  decided  at 
law,  it  would  unquestionably  govern  my  decision  here, 
where  the  same  points  arise,  but  I  do  not  so  understand 
what  took  place  in  the  action,  nor  do  I  see  anything  in 
the  deed  itself,  or  in  the  acts  of  (jfie  parties,  which  limits 
the  security  of  the  Defendants  for  the  repayment  of  the 
sums  advanced  by  them  to  two-fifths  of  the  value  of  the 
works  actually  completed  by  Ghriffin^  although  the  De« 
fendants  may  have  been  cognizant  of  a  former  arrange- 
ment between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Griffin^  by  which  they 
were  to  make  payment  to  him  of  two-fifths  of  what  was 
due  to  him  in  shares  of  the  company,  and  the  retention 
of  the  remaining  one-fifth  for  the  security  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  works,  which  arrangement  is  not  referred 
to  in  the  indenture  in  question.  If  I  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  nothing  whatever  was  due  on  the  deed 
itself,  and  that  it  would  stand  as  a  security  for  no  sum 
of  money  at  all,  there  would  still  arise  a  question,  which, 
in  my  opinion,  is  one  of  considerable  nicety,  viz.,  whether 
the  84th  clause  of  the  articles  makes  the  mortgage 
valid.  It  is  argued,  no  doubt  very  plausibly,  that  this 
clause  only  applied  to  the  form  of  the  indenture,  and 
that  it  cannot  extend  to  rendering  valid  a  mortgage 
which  is  confessedly  otherwise  void,  as  being  wholly 
unauthorized  by  the  articles  of  the  association.  At  the 
same  time,  it  may  reasonably  be  argued,  that  if  the  di- 
rectors think  fit  to  raise  money  at  exorbitant  interest, 
far  exceeding  the  market  rate,  or  to  give  an  extra- 
vagant premium  for  loans,  this  is  a  matter  of  contract 
between  the  parties;  and  if  a  mortgage  is  made  to  secure 
the  payment  of  such  a  sum,  this  clause  would  render  it 
valid,  however  extravagant  it  might  be,  provided  it  was 
not  tainted  with  fraud.     It  is  obvious  that  some  meaning 

would 
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^would  be  given  to  it,  if  it  were  confined  to  the  form  of       1866. 

^be  deed.    It  is  obvious  that  it  could  not  alter  the  con-      ^*««v^^^ 

Thb 
stmction  of  any  deed,  nor  make  that  a  mortgage  which  Cebmtbe,  &c. 

^id  not  purport  to  be  one;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that    ^«""«  Co. 

-^6  words  are  quite  general,  and  refer  to  all  deeds,  mort-     ^   v. 

^ages  and  the  like,  made  and  executed  on  behalf  of  the 

^3ompany ;  and  it  was  obviously  intended  to  relieve  any 

-gperson  dealing  with  the  company  from  any  apprehension 

^flW  to  the  validity  of  their  security  on  which  they  had 

Mnm&fidt  advanced  money,  when  once  that  security  had 

Iseen  duly  executed,  in  the  form  specified  in  that  article. 

^^Dd  it  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  if  I  am  right,  this 

^leed  was  a  good  mortgage,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  the 

^cnoneys  then  actually  due  from  the  company  to  the 

'■Danker. 

I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  it  is  not  necessary  for 

to  decide  that  point  on  the  facts  established  before 

■e.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  indenture  otJanuary^  1865, 

^^  a  valid  security  for  something  due  from  the  Plaintiffs 

^o  tbe  Defendants,  and  being  of  that  opinion,  it  is  impos- 

s^bl^  that  I  should  decree  its  cancellation.    Neither,  in 

""^y    opinion,  could  I  permit  the  Plaintiffs  to  alter  the 

'''^  K^3e  of  this  suit  and  turn  it  into  a  bill  for  the  redemp- 

^•^^*^    of  the  property,  on  payment  of  so  much  only  as 

^^^    or  could  be  properly  secured  by  ihe  instrument 

l^^^^lf.    The  bill  contests  the  validity  of  the  deed  in  tolo ; 

*   ^1  leges  that  in  part  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  undue 

'*^^^aence,  in  which  allegation  it  signally  fails.     It  is 

^  ***^:>  an  attempt  to  get  out  of  a  contract  and  arrange- 

*^^«^t  deliberately  entered   into  by   the  company,  the 

^^^^cts  of  which  they,  above  all  others,  must  be  taken  to 

^'^''^  been  cognizant  of  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and 

y    Treason  of  which  they  obtained  large  sums  of  money 

^^  t^  laid  out  on  their  works. 

The 
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The  bill  must,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  be  dismissed 
with  costs,  without  prejudice  to  their  filing  any  other 
bill  they  may  be  advised  for  the  redemption  of  the 
property. 


March  1 ,  2,  6. 

Premises  were 
demised  for 
three  lives  and 
for  twenty-one 
years  after  the 
death  of  the 
last  sur- 
vivor.   The 
lessor  cove- 
nanted with 
the  lessee  that 
if  he  should 
"lose  a  life; 
and  think 
proper  to  have 
a  new  life  put 
in,  then, 
within  six 
months  after 
the  death  of 
the  first  life, 
and  so  on  con- 
tinuing the 
term  and  estate 
thereby  de- 
mised" the 
lessor  "  would 

Eut  in  a  new 

that  the  lessee 
had  power  to 
introduce  one 
new  life  only, 
and  that  one  in 
the  place  of  the 
first  life  drop- 
ping, but  with 
a  new  term  of 
twenty-one 
years,  com- 
mencing with 
the  death  of 
the  survivor  of 


WALMESLEY  v.  PILKINGTON. 

rpHE  question,  in  this  case,  was  as  to  the  construction 
of  a  covenant  for  renewal  contained  in  a  lease. 


By  an  indenture,  dated  the  5th  of  February,  I76i 
Mr.  Cotham  demised  the  hereditaments  in  question 
William  Traverse,  to  hold  the  same  from  the  dal 
thereof,  "for  and  during  the  term  of  the  natural  ai 
several  life  and  lives  of  him  William  Traverse,  aboi 
twenty-seven  years,  Elizabeth  Traverse  his  daughti 
about  five  years,  and  Henry  Sale,  aged  about' elevi 
years,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor  and  longest  Uif 
of  them;  and  also  for  and  during  the  term  of  twenty-o 
years,  to  be  compleated  from  the  time  of  the  death  a 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  William 
verse,  Elizabeth  Traverse  and  Henry  Sale,  and  fr« 
thenceforth  to  be  compleated  and  ended,"  at  a  rent. 
I4s. 


►  ID 

of 


The  lease  contained  the  following  covenant  by  Cottk^^^'m 
with  Traverse: — 

'*  And  further,  if  the  said  William  Traverse,  his  heir», 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns  shall  happen  to  lose 
a  life,  and  he  or  they  think  proper  to  have  a  new  li'e 
put  in,  then,  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  deatA 
of  the  first  life,  and  so  on  continuing  the  term  and  estate 

hereby 

the  two  survivors  and  the  new  life. 
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hereby  demised,  he  the  said  William  Colham^  his  heirs 

and  assigns,  and  them,  their  and  every  of  their  heirs  and 

■Bsigns  shall  and  will  put  in  a  new  life,  after  the  rate 

and  value  of  three  years*  value  of  the  ground  rent  to  the  Pi^moxoir. 

front,  he  the  said  William  Traverse  paying  for  the  new 

lease." 

One  of  the  three  lives  dropped  in  1811,  and  the  trus- 
tees of  the  will  of  the  lessor  granted  a  new  lease  to 
William  Bonney  in  whom  the  old  lease  was  then  vested. 
By  this  lease,  dated  the  30th  of  January^  1811,  the 
trustees  'Mn  pursuance  of  and  in  conformity  to  the  cove- 
nant," in  the  lease  of  1765,  demised  the  premises  (except 
the  minerals)  to  William  Bonney ^  to  hold  for  and  during 
the  term  of  the  natural  lives  of  Elizabeth  Traverse^ 
daughter  of  the  said  William  Traverse  deceased,  now  of 
the  age  of  fifty  years,  and  Henry  Sale  of  Wiyan  in  the 
said  county,  yeoman,  now  of  the  age  of  fifty-six  years 
or  thereabouts,  the  now  surviving  lives  in  the  said  re- 
cited lease  named,  and  of  William  Bonney  (son  of  the 
before-named  William  Bonney)  now  of  the  age  of  four 
years  or  thereabouts,  and  for  and  during  the  lives  and 
life  of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  from  and 
immediately  after  the  death  of  such  survivor  to  hold  the 
same  unto  the  said  William  Bonney,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns  for  and  during  the  further  term 
of  twenty-one  years  thence  next  ensuing. 

Elizabeth  Traverse,  the  last  of  the  three  original  lives, 
died  on  the  13th  of  November,  1839,  and  if  no  new  life 
bad  been  introduced,  the  lease  would  have  expired  on 
I3th  November,  1860.  William  Bonney,  the  last  life, 
introduced  in  1811,  died  on  the  30th  of  January,  1861. 

This  suit  was  instituted,  in  June,  1864,  by  the  parties 
representing  the  lessors,  against  those  representing  the 

lessees. 


> 
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lessees.  The  Plaintiflfs  submitted  that  the  granting  of 
the  lease  of  1811  by  the  trustees  was,  as  to  the  therein 
superadded  term  of  twenty-one  years,  a  breach  of  trust, 
of  which  the  lessee,  and  every  person  deriving  title 
through  or  under  him,  had  all  along  full  notice;  that 
such  lessee  acquired  under  the  lease  of  1811  no  new 
estate  or  interest,  effectual  in  equity,  except  for  the  new 
life,  and  that  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  computed 
from  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  three  lives  named 
in  the  said  original  lease  of  1765,  having  run  out  whei 
William  Bonnet/  died,  the  legal  term  of  twenty-on^ 
years  vested  in  the  Defendant  as  a  trustee  for  tbi^ 
Plaintiffs,  as  deriving  title  under  Cotham,  the  lessor. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  premises  wei^- 
vested  in  the  Defendant  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiffs,  aic-. 
for  a  surrender. 


The  Defendant  insisted,  that  under  the  lease  of  18  <^]] 
he  was  entitled  to  hold  the  demised  premises  for  t^^-tbe 
term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  WUUm,  ^Sam 
Bonney,  and  that  such  lease  was  valid. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  C  Hall  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Little  for  the  Defendant 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

March  6.  The  question  is,  whether  the  lease  of  1811  was  valid, 

in  so  far  as  it  added  a  term  for  twenty-one  years  to  the 
putting  in  of  the  last  of  the  three  lives  constituted  by 
the  lease  of  1811. 


It  is  argued  very  strenuously  that  the  original  lease 

is 
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18  distinct  on  this  point,  and  that  the  twenty-one  years        1866. 
ire  to  be  added  to  the  life  of  the  last  survivor  of  William      ^-^s/^^ 
TravenCf  Elizabeth  Traverse  and  Henry  Sale^  and  that  ^, 

t  would  be  a  complete  alteration  of  the  lease  to  in-  Pilhwoton. 
.roduce  twenty-one  years  after  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
rivor  of  Mizabeth  Traverse^  Henry  Sale  and  William 
Bonney.  I  have  felt  considerable  hesitation  on  the 
:on8truction  of  this  covenant,  but,  on  the  whole,  my 
>pinioo  is,  that  the  meaning  of  the  words  expressed  in 
the  covenants  is,  that  the  lessee  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
introduce  a  new  life  in  the  place  of  the  first  life  that 
dropped,  and  no  more,  and  that  thereupon  all  the  pro* 
visions  and  directions  that  applied  to  the  life  that 
dropped  should  be  substituted  for  the  life  introduced. 
That,  in  other  words,  the  lease  should  be  read  as  if 
dated  in  1811,  with  the  name  of  William  Bonney  in 
the  place  of  the  name  William  Traverse  as  regards  the 
duration  of  the  lease. 

It  is  necessary  to  look  very  closely  at  the  words,  if 
William  Traverse  ^*  shall  happen  to  lose  a  life,  and  think 
proper  to  put  in  a  new  life  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  death  of  the  first  life."  Up  to  this  point,  it  is, 
in  express  words,  confined  to  one  new  life,  and  that,  on 
the  occasion  of  the  putting  in  of  the  first  life  that  drops. 
What  is  there  to  extend  this?  The  next  words  are, 
''and  so  on  continuing  the  term  and  estate  hereby 
demised.*' 

On  the  one  hand,  this  is  argued  to  mean  that  the 
lessee  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  put  in  three  lives,  one  for 
each  of  the  three  mentioned  in  the  original  lease,  as 
they  respectively  drop.  On  the  other  side,  it  is  argued, 
that  this  means  that  the  new  lease  is  to  contain  this 
same  covenant,  and  that  this  amounts  to  a  perpetual 
renewal. 

I  dissent 
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1866.  I  dissent  from  both  arguments ;  I  think  that  the  \ 

of  the  covenant  mean,  that  the  lessee  is  entitled  to  pal 
one  new  life  into  the  lease,  and  one  only,  and  that  ( 
PiLKiKOTON.  in  the  place  of  the  first  that  drops,  and  within  siiB^j 
months  after  the  falling  in  of  it,  leaving  all  other  th^  ^ 
same,  changing  what  ought  to  be  changed  for  tb^,^^ 
purpose  of  making  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  le 
homogeneous  to  such  alteration,  and  that  the  words '^a 
on  continuing  the  term  and  estate  hereby  demised  ^^Q 
mean  that  the  rest  of  the  renewed  lease  shall  give  1^  ^^ 
the  lessee  the  same  term  and  estate  as  be  had  by  tl^Tlj^ 
original  lease,  but  without  the  power  of  adding  a  secom^vnd 
life.  That  term  and  estate  was  for  three  lives,  and  t^  — f|^ 
life  of  the  survivor  and  twenty-one  years  afterwar^^^ji^ 

The  words  ''  hereby  demised"  do  not,  as  I  understa nj 

them,  mean  the  lives  of  William  IVaverse,  Elizab^^mtk 
Traverse  and  Henry  Sale,  and  the  life  of  the  survi  ^^mor 
of  these  three  persons,  but  the  three  lives  generally,      oo 
which  the  duration  of  the  lease  was  to  depend,  whoever 
they  might  be  who  were  put  into  the  lease,  and  the    life 
of  the  survivor.     In  other  words,  that  the  expresstoo 
refers  generally  to  three  cestuis  que  vie  and  the  surfiror, 
and  not  to  the  particular  cestuis  que  vie  specified  in  the 
original  lease.     Were  it  not  so,  this  covenant  would 
give  the  lessees  no  benefit.     One  of  the  three  origin^ 
lives  was  twenty-two  years  older  than  one,  and  sixte^' 
years  older  than  the  other  of  the  lives ;  it  might  reasor^ 
ably  be  expected  that  this  life  would  drop  first,  anr- 
accordingly  it  did  so  drop.      If  the  twenty-one  year* 
were  only  to  be  added   to  the   survivor  of  the  tr 
younger  and  remaining  lives,  it  was  probable  that  tin 
addition  of  a  new  life  would  give  the  lessee  no  benefit 
and  that  the  twenty-two  years  by  which  the  elder  li 
exceeded  that  of  the  youngest  life  would,  if  the  dorati 
of  all  the  lives  were  the  same  relatively,  be  an  equivak 
or  nearly  so,  to  the  duration  of  the  new  life  adc 

I 
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And,  accordiDgly,  bo  it  turned  out;  the  new  life  only        1866. 
survived  the  youngest  of  the  three  original  lives  by 
twenty-one  years  and  two  months.     But  this  covenant 
points  to  a  benefit  to  the  lessee ;  the  lessee  is  to  pay  the    Pilkinotoit. 
costs  of  it,  and  also  to  give  *^  three  years'  value  of  the 
ground  rent  to  the  front."     My  opinion  is^ihat  the  best 
mnd  most  rational  construction  which  can  be  given  to 
"^he  words  of  this  covenant  is,  that  the  renewed  lease  is, 
sn  all  respects,  to  be  the  same  as  the  original   lease, 
except  that  the  name  of  one  cestui  qui  vie  is  to  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  name  of  one  that  had  died,  and  that  no 
!W  life  is  afterwards  to  be  added. 


Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  it  is  unnecessary  for 

ae  to  go  into  various  of  the  contentions  which  were 

^ergoed  before  me.     I  may,  however,  state,  that  there  is 

^CDnly  one  that  appeared  to  me  to  require  any  notice, 

^^Kirhicb  was,  whether  as  the  renewed  lease  reserved  the 

"VKninerals  under  the  property  demised,  the  fact  that 

William  Penhett  Cotham,  who  was  owner  in  fee  of  the 

=S.  ncome  of  the  property  demised,  did,  since  the  renewed 

^K  ease  was  granted,  viz,,  on  14th  January,  1842,  and 

""^Kivith  the  knowledge  of  its  contents,  grant  a  lease  of  the 

linermk  under  the  demised  land ;  this,  if  the  fact  be  so, 

constituted  such  an  acquiescence  in  the  renewed  lease 

granted,  as  to  bind  him  and  to  bind  all  persons 

claiming  under  him.     On  this,  the  fact  not  being  ascer- 

^^ainedy  I  express  no  opinion,  as,  on  the  construction,  I 

^liink,  the  covenant  becomes  under  it  superfluous.     A 

t  ^sase  to  a  similar  effect  was  made  by  the  trustees,  who 

^^re  the  present  Plaintiffs,  in  August,  1853,  but  this  is 

K^  vnmaterial,  as  they  could  not  bind  their  ce^^t^t  que  trust, 

^^nd  if  the  renewed  lease  was  invalid,  they  could  not,  by 

^any  acquiescence  of  theirs,  render  it  valid. 

It  is  proper,  however,  to  observe,  and  this  confirms 

the 
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1866. 
Walmbslit 

V. 
PlLKIMOTOR. 


the  view   I   have  expressed  of  the  covenant,  that  a 
renewed  lease  was,  in  any  view  of  the  case,  absolutely 
necessary;    and   that  no  alteration  could   have  been 
made  in  the  original  lease.    The  question  is  the  contents 
of  such  renewed  lease.     I  think  that  it  was  to  be  the 
exact  counterpart  of  the  original  lease,  changing  simply 
the   name  of  William  Traverse  for  that  of   WtUia 
Bonney,    in    all    cases   where  the   name  of   ffi 
Traverse  was  used  as  one  of  the  cestuis  qui  vie,  an 
omitting  the  covenant  for  a  renewed  life.    The  renewe 
lease  did  not,  in  fact,  do  this  exactly,  but  the  variation^ 
are  not  material ;  probably  as  much  was  given  up  on  on 
side  as  was  given  up  on  the  other,  but  this  does  nc 
amount  to  a  valuable  consideration  for  buying  or  relii 
quishing   anything  on  either  side,  nor  was  this 
moving  cause  for  granting  the  lease,  the  parties  de 
on   this  footing  : — they  believed  the  lessees  were  f— *>    ^^ 
titled  to  have  a  life  substituted  in  the  place  of  V^HU^^i^^gf 
Traverse,  with  all  the  consequences  flowing  from  it,  ^  ^nd 
they  granted  and  the  others  accepted  such  a  l^^^se 
accordingly. 


The  consequence  of  this  is,  that,  in  my  opinion^  ^fa« 
case  of  the  Plaintiffs  fails,  and  the  bill  must  bedisnii8^b^<| 
with  costs. 
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Rt  KITTON. 

Jan.  11. 

R.  KITTONf  a  solicitor  of  this  Court,  alleging  that  In  ordering 

Mr.  Cobbold  and  Sir  Samuel  Bignold  had  jointly  ^biSmed  ^ 

employed  him  as  their  solicitor  in  an  arbitration  matter,  against  two 

cXelivered  his  bill  of  costs  and  commenced  an  action  at  Court  save 

l^iw  aiiniost  them  to  recover  the  amount.  both  liberu  to 

^  question  the 

retainer,  and 

Mr.  Cobbold  alone  (Sir  Samuel  Bignold  declining  to  ?][^Mllier 
^  tfC^in)  took  out  a  summons  Tor  the  taxation  of  the  bills  to  distinguish 

^  ^od  to  stay  the  proceedings  at  law  in  the  meantime.         ^^o,q  each 

sum  found  due 

nn  m  1      /.  *.    1  ■  ^■^  t®  he  paid. 

lae  only  question  was  as  to  the  form  of  the  order. 

Mr.  Selwyn  9lh6  'iHv.  Druce^m  support  of  the  petition, 
m  ^^d  Ex  parte  Hair  (a) ;  Re  Lewin  (&). 

^^Ir.  Jeisel  for  Mr.  Kitton. 

^3^^x.  Wickens  for  Sir  Samuel  Bignold. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  the  action  to  be 

^y^^,  and,  in  addition  to  the  usual  order  for  taxation 

t^t»^  bill,  he  ordered  that  Mr.  Cobbold  and  Sir  Samuel 

t^ld  should  be  at  liberty  to  question  the  retainer  by 

*^  *^^">^     or  either  of  them.    He  also  directed  the  Taxing 

^^^^®^^r  to  distinguish  by  and  to  whom  each  sum  by 

^^*"^    *V>und  due  was  to  be  paid. 

C*»>      10  Beav.  187.  (6)  16  Beav.  608. 
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Feb.  28.  EARL  HOWE  v.  EARL  OF  LICHFIELD. 

March  13. 
Legacy  and      nHHIS  was  nominally  a  suit  Tor  specific  performance, 
duV"b^irX  ^^^  ^^«  ''®**'  question  was,  whether  the  Plaintiffs 

able  on  the  had  produced  to  the  Defendant  the  proper  evidence,  that 
estate  of  a  tea-  ^^  claim  was  or  could  be  made  From  the  Inland  Revenue 
tatorsoldby      Office  for  succession  duty  or  legacy  duty  in  respect  of  "3 

A  testator     the  hereditaments  contracted  to  be  bought  by  the  De-  ^ 

devised  real  fpndant 
estate  to  tras.  '«°<^»n^- 
tees  in  trust  by 

'  *  7oTaise         ^he  testator,  the  Honorable  JRoberl  Curzon,  made  ^^ 

20,000/.,  and  his  will  dated  the  3rd  of  October,  1862,  by  which  he  ^ 

hedeyisedtbe  l^ft  &1I  his  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  to  the  ^^j 

ron**^Tht"  PJ»>ntiff9  (^a^l  Howe  and  Mr.  Dvgdale)  in  trust,  by  -^^ 

trustees  sold  sale  or  mortgage,  to  raise  20,000/.  together  with  the  ^^  c 

estate  bu?  be-  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  purposes  mentioned  in  his  will,  and  subject  ,*  ^^ 

fore  tbe  con-  to  these  trusts  and  subject  to  any  mortgage  affecting  ^ic^  m 

completed,  the  ^^^  same,  he  demised  the  estates  in  trust  for  his  son,  the  -s^  ^ri 

trustees  were  Plaintiff  iJofter/  Curzon,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,        ^-w  -^ 

paid,  and  the  ,  ,               .11.          •                         /.  1  •        ••• 

estate  was  and  he  appomted  him  sole  executor  of  his  will. 

conveyed  to 

the' son,  who  .                   .«*#>/>          1     t          ••% 

adopted  the  The  testator  died  in  May,  loo3,  and  tbe  will  was    ^s^^e^s 

HeU^lhlT      P'^^^®^  '"  August,  1863,  by  his  son,  the  Plaintiff  Bobert  : 

legacy  and  Curzon. 

not  succession 
duty  was  pay- 
able on  the  On  the  14th  of  October,  1 863,  the  trustees,  in  exercises 

money.  of  the  trusts  reposed  in  them  by  the  will,  caused  thes 

All  that  the   ffagley  estate,  being  part  of  the  estates  so  dcTised,  andfc^  ^   -^» 

derised  real  wbiclv  ■"  —  ^    "^^ 

estates  can  ^^  _^ 

require  in  respect  of  succession  duty  is,  distinct  evidence  that  no  claim  will  be  mad^  M^  -'^^ 
by  the  Inland  Revenue  Office  for  any  duty  on  tbe  hereditamento  sold  by  ressoo  te^^  . 

the  death  of  the  testator.  If  the  Inland  Revenue  Office  distinctly  state  thia»  it  imm:  ^^^  ^ 
sufficient,  and  tbe  office  cannot  be  compelled  to  give  a  certificate  in  any  particola:'^^  ^^^^ 
form. 
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irhich  was  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  12,500/.  created  in        1866. 
1855,  to  be  put  up  Tor  sale  by  auction,  and  lots  two  and       v^.^^/ 
fifteen  were  knocked  down  to  the  agent  of  the  Defendant  ^®^*  (Eael) 
on  his  behalf,  the  contract  was  duly  signed,  and  the  de-       Earl  op 
posit  money  paid.     The  title  had  been  accepted,  subject 
to  the  question  already  stated  as  to  succession  or  legacy 
duty  payable  on  the  purchase-money. 

On  the  14th  o^  July,  1864,  the  mortgagees  of  the  pro- 
perty bad  been  paid  oif,  and  the  20,000/.  paid  to  the 
trustees  out  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  other  lots  of 
the  Hagley  estate.  By  an  indenture  dated  the  15th  of 
July^  1864,  the  mortgagees,  with  the  concurrence  and 
by  the  direction  of  the  Plaintifl's,  the  trustees,  conveyed 
the  hereditaments  in  question  to  the  Plain  tiff,  Robert 
Curzon,  in  fee,  discharged  of  the  mortgage.  The  De- 
fendant's counsel  thereupon  stated,  that,  as  Mr.  Curzon 
was  then  to  be  considered  as  the  vendor,  it  must  be 
shewn  that  succession  duty  had  been  paid.  The  legacy 
duty,  which  exceeded  in  amount  the  succession  duty, 
had  been  paid,  but  the  Defendant  contended,  that  suc- 
cession duty  was  properly  payable,  and  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  usual  certificate,  under  the  statute,  that 
all  succession  duty  has  been  discharged.  After  much 
correspondence,  the  parties  agreed  on  a  case  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  and,  in  answer  to 
this  statement,  Mr.  Trevor  (the  comptroller  of  legacy 
and  succession  duties)  wrote  a  letter,  dated  the  29th  of 
May,  1865,  in  the  words  following  :  — 

"  I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of 
the  17lh  inst.,  and  to  observe,  that  legacy  duty  appears 
to  have  been  properly  paid,  under  the  4th  and  5lh  sec* 
tions  of  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  for  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  sold  under  the  directions  contained 
in  the  will  of  the  late  Honorable  Robert  Curzon,  and 
B  B  2  being 


372  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1866.       being  so  paid,  there  is  no  charge  on  the  property  so 

„  "^^^   ,  sold  under  the  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  61/' 
Howi  (Earl) 

Earl  of  '^^^  advisers  of  the  Defendant  were  still  unsatisfied, 

LicHFiiLD.  and  made  a  visit  to  the  authorities  at  the  office  of  the 
Inland  Revenue,  when,  upon  their  statement,  the  officer 
of  that  department  expressed  an  opinion  that  succession 
and  not  legacy  duty  was  payable.  Thereupon  Messrs. 
White  ^  Co.  (the  Defendant's  solicitors)  wrote  a  letter 
to  Mr.  Drevor  on  the  20th  of  June,  1865,  suggesting 
the  form  of  a  certificate  to  be  signed  by  him,  certifying 
that  all  duty  in  respect  to  the  land  purchased  [specifying 
it]  had  been  paid  and  discharged,  and  *Uhat  the  Inland 
Revenue  Office  had  no  further  claim  for  legacy  or  suc- 
cession duty  in  respect  thereof." 

In  answer  to  that  application,  Mr.  TVevor  wrote  a 
letter,  bearing  date  the  21st  of  June,  1865,  as  follows: — 

**  Inland  Revenue  Office,  London,  E.G. 

"  Legacy  and  Succession  Duty  Department. 

"  21  June,  1865. 

"  Gentn. — In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  20th  inst,  I 

beg  to  state  that  the  duty  at  the  rate  of  \L  per  cent. 

amounting  to  51Z.  195.  8d  appears  to  have  been  paid, 

on  the  24  April,  1865,  upon  a  sum  of  5,198/.  lU.  6cf. 

(4,823/.   bs.  3d.   principal  and  373/.  6f.  3d.   interest 

thereon),  described  to  be  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 

following  property,  viz.  a  close  of  land  called  Burnt 

Hill  containing  4a.  3r.  28p.,  and  certain  other  closes  of 

land  called  BullocVs  Moor  and  Flaxley  Green  Piece 

containing  43a.  4r.  Op.,  being  part  of  the  Staffordshire 

estates  of  the  late  Honble.  Robt.  Curzon  (who  died  on 

the  14th  May,  1863),  and  which  are  devised  to  his  son 

Robt.  Cutzon. 

"  Yours,  &c. 

"  Ch.  Trevor. 

«  Messrs.  White,  Broughton  Sp  White.'' 
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The  Derendant's  advisers  being  still  dissatisfied  with 
this  answer  refused  to  complete,  and  threatened  to  bring 
an  action  for  the  deposit  money,  and  thereupon  this  9. 

bill  was  filed,  praying  for  the  specific  performance  of    |f^^",®^'^ 
the  contract. 

Mr.  Sehoyn  and  Mr.  G.  O.  Morgan,  for  the  PlaintifTs, 
referred  to  "  The  Succession  Duty  Act,  1863,"  16  ft  17 
Vid.  c.  51,  ss.  18,  44,  52 ;  and  see  the  Stamp  Act, 
45  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  ss.  4,  5,  and  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184, 
Schedule^  Part  3,  /t^  Legacies., 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr.  Cect'Z  Russell,  for  the  De- 
fendant, cited  Hobson  v.  Neale[a). 


The  Mastbb  qf  ^A«  Rolls,  after  stating  the  sale      -M^*'  ^3. 
by  the  trustees  to  the  Plaintiff,  satd:^ 

If  the  matter  had  rested  there,  no  question  could  have 
arisen,  but  that  legacy  duty  and  not  succession  duty 
was  properly  payable  in  respect  of  the  purchase-money 
to  be  produced  by  this  sale. 

What  took  place  subsequently  was  this : — [The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  stated  the  subsequent  facts  down 
to  the  filing  of  the  bill  and  proceeded  :] — 

A  suit  founded  on  a  more  unfortunate  contention  can 
scarcely  be  conceived.  I  have  considered  the  matter  as 
carefully  as  I  could,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  Defendant 
has  been  ill-advised  and  must  submit  to  a  decree.  In 
the  first  place,  all  that  the  purchaser  can  require  is 
distinct  evidence  that  no  claim  will  be  made  by  the  In« 
land  Revenue  OflSce  for  any  duty  on  the  hereditaments 
mentioned  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  testator. 

I  am 
(a)  M  Beat  178, 
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1866.  I  ADQ  oF  opinion  that  if  the  Inland  Revenue  distiactly 

^*v-«^      stated  this,  the  vendor  is  not  compellable  to  institute 

wij[  A«i;  proceedings  against  the  Inland  Revenue  to  compel  them 

Eari.  of      to  give  a  certificate  in  a  particular  form,  although  it  be 

that  specified  m  the  statute. 

I  am  also  further  of  opinion,  that  the  case  was  fairly 
stated  to  Mr.  Trevor  and  that  his  answer  was  decisive^ 
that  the  proper  duty  had  been  paid. 

I  am  also  further  of  opinion,  that  his  second  answer  -^ 

to  the  solicitors  of  the  Defendant  was  decisive,  that  no  ^13 

more  duty  could  be  claimed,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  .^^^ 

after  these  two  letters  (assuming  the  rest  of  the  title  to  <=^. 

be  unobjectionable)  no  purchaser  could  resist  the  per-  1 

formance  of  his  contract  in  future,  on  the  ground  that  .A  .^ 

any  claim  for  duty  could  be  made  by  the  Inland  Revenue  ^^  m: 

Office.     I  think  the  case  was  fairly  stated,  and  also  that  ^  ^^ 

the  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to  compel  the  Inland  ^fc»  ^ 
Revenue  to  give  a  certificate  in  a  particular  form. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  ^^  "^  ^ 

legacy  duty  or  succession  duty  was  payable  originally.  •  "^ 

I  have,  however,  thought  it  necessary,  in  consequence  ^^^:^m 

of  the  contention,  to  go  into  that  question,  and  I  am  of  ~"»  *^^ 

opinion  that  legacy  duty  was  payable  and  not  succession  -^'^  ^^^  -^ 

duty.     On  this  point,  the  sole  question  is,  whether  the  ^^  ^^  '^ 

sale  was  made  under  the  power  given  to  the  trustees,  or  ^'^  ^^^    ^ 

whether  the  sale  was  made  by  Mr.  Robert  Curzon  as  ^^  -^^  ^* 

owner  in  fee  simple,  and  I  think  that  the  sale  was  made  - 
under  the  powers  given  to  the  trustees,  the  original 
PlaintiflTs,  by  the  will  of  the  testator. 


The  original  sale  was  obviously  so,  the  contract  was 
with  them  and  solely  with  them,  there  was  no  contract 

with 


y 
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with  Robert  Curzon.     It  is  true  that,  by  means  oFsubse-        1866. 
quent  conveyaocesy  the  whole  of  the  property  in  fee      ^^^^^^ 
simple  was  vested  in  him  and  that  he  alone  became  the     ^     v. 
necessary  party  to  convey ;  but  this  circumstance  did  not      ^^^^  or 
alter  the  original  contract  or  make  him  the  seller.     The 
proof  of  this  is,  that  if  the  Defendant  had  filed  a  bill  for 
the  specific  performance  of  this  contract  and  had  made 
Robert  Curzon  a  Defendant  to  such  suit  and  a  demurrer 
had  been  put  in  by  him,  that  demurrer  would  have  been 
allowed.     The  parties  to  the  contract  were  the  trustees 
on  one  side,  and  the  Defendant  on  the  other,  and  they 
^so  were  the  necessary  and  proper  parties  to  this  suit, 
.cxad  Robert  Curzon  was,  in  my  opinion,  properly  omitted 
mn    the  first  instance,  for  being  a  co-PlaintifF  he  need 
#70^,  notwithstanding  the  contention  of  the  Defendant, 
fx^  «re  been  made  a  party  to  this  suit. 

^W  f  the  original  contract  had  been  cancelled  by  consent 
or  K)oth  parties  and  a  fresh  contract  entered  into  with 
^ci^^ferl  Curzon,  the  matter  would  have  been  different; 
t>u  "^t-  this  is  not  so,  there  is  no  trace  of  anything  to  this 
^^'^^^^^t  in  the  evidence  or  pleadings.  '  It  is  simply  a  case 
^^    *-  liis  description  : — 

-^^he  original  vendors  have,  by  subsequent  proceedings 

*^^i    deeds  which  they  have  sanctioned,  vested  the  whole 

^       "^lie  legal  estate  and  equitable  interest  in  the  heredita- 

**^^*^ts,  free  from  all  charges,  in  Robert  Curzon.     But 

^^^^  does  not  aifect  the  original  contract,  which  was  per- 

^^^"^ly  valid  when  they  entered  into  it,  and  which  they  are 

^^^  ad  to  perform,  either  personally  or  by  procuring  the 

^^*^  ^eyance  of  the  property  from  the  person  in  whom 

^^y  have  vested  it  or  allowed  it  to  become  vested. 

^*he  error  of  the  Defendant  is,  in  supposing  that  the 

^^sactioQS  which  have  taken  place  since  the  sale  in 

^^tober,  1863,  have  substituted  a  new  contract  for  the 

old 
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1866. 

Howe  (Eabl) 

o. 

Earl  of 

LlCHFIBJLD. 


old  one.  But  this  is  not  so ;  it  is  the  old  contract  which 
constitutes  the  sale,  and  which  alone  can  be  enforced, 
although  the  powers  to  convey  are  altered  by  the  sub- 
sequent acts  of  the  parties.  In  equity,  assuming  the 
contract  to  be  executed,  all  the  interests  in  equity  were 
complete  the  moment  the  contract  was  signed ;  from  that 
moment  the  Defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  estate  in 
equity,  and  although,  if  he  had  taken  a  conveyance  the 
next  day,  the  trustees  would  have  been  the  parties  to 
convey,  and  because  a  year  elapsed,  the  son  and 
devisee  of  the  testator  became  the  party  to  convey, 
it  does  not  affect  the  real  sale,  which  was  under  the 
powers  of  the  will,  to  which  the  final  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  is  a  mere  accessory,  and  which  completes 
at  law,  in  1866,  what  was  complete  in  equity  in  1863. 


I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  is  in  the 
right,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  decree,  and  that  the 
Defendant  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 


Mar,  8. 

A  Defendant 
having  died 
before  answer, 
an  order  to 
revive  and  also 
to  answer  was 
made  against 
his  personal 
representative 
under  the 
15  Si  16  Vict. 
c.  86,  8.  52. 


FRENCH  V.  SEMPLE. 

TN  this  case,  one  of  the  Defendants  had  died  before  he 
^  had  answered  the  interrogatories  to  the  bill  which 
had  been  filed. 

Mr.  Beavan  moved  for  an  order  to  revive  against  his 
personal  representative,  and  that  such  representative 
might  answer  the  interrogatories  within  a  limited  time. 
He  referred  to  the  16  &  16  Fict  c.  86,  s.  52,  and  to  the 
statement  of  Lord  Rede8dale(a),  where  it  is  stated,  "if 

a  Defendant 
(a)  Mitford't  Plead,  p,  76,  Ath  edU. 
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a  Defendant  to  an  original  bill  dies  before  putting  in  an 
answer,  or  after  an  answer  to  which  exceptions  have 
been  taken,  or  after  an  amendment  of  the  bill  to  which 
no  answer  has  been  given,  the  bill  of  revivor,  though 
requiring  in  itself  no  answer,  must  pray  that  the  person 
against  whom  it  seeks  to  revive  the  suit  may  answer  the 
original  bill  or  so  much  of  it  as  the  exceptions  taken  to 
the  answer  of  tlie  former  Defendant  extend  to  or  the 
amendment  remains  unanswered/'  And  after  stating 
that  the  suit  may  be  revived  in  eight  days  after  appear- 
ance, unless  cause  shewn,  he  says:  *' Though  the  suit  is 
revived  of  course  in  default  of  the  Defendant's  answer 
^tbin  eight  days,  he  must  yet  put  in  an  answer,  if  the 
Ibill  requires  it.'*  He  submitted  that  the  order  asked 
<^ra8  ''an  order  to  the  effect  of  the  usual  order  to  revive," 
^RUthorized  by  the  62nd  section  of  the  act. 


1866. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

M,  think  I  can  make  the  order  giving  the  represen- 
tat-ive  the  usual  time  to  answer.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  f>at  the  Plaintiff  to  the  expense  of  filing  a  bill  of  re- 
^i^of  in  order  to  obtain  an  answer. 


,  ^^OT«.— &e  Eurl  Bcauchamp  v.  Winn,  2  Law  R.,  Eg.  302,  and 
1-*  JLmo  T.  856. 
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SMITH  V.  DRESSER. 

Mar.  2,  5. 
Trustees  under    TJODGSON,  having  a  judgment  debt  entered  up 
deed,  loathe  against  him,  executed  a  creditors'  deed,  dated  the 

Form  D.  of  the  25th  of  January,  1864,  in  the  form  D.  to  the  Bankrupt 
realized  the  '  Act  (24  &  26  Vict.  c.  1 34, 8.  200),  by  which  he  conveyed 
dTed^ift^rV^*  all  his  estate  and  effecU  to  Dresser  and  Herring  "  abso- 
wards  proved  lutely,  to  be  applied  and  administered  for  the  benefit  of 
quisite  uumber  ^^^  creditors  of  Hodgson,  in  like  manner  as  if  be  had 

of  creditors  not  been,  at  the  date  thereof,  duly  adjudicated  bankrupt/' 
having  as- 
sented to  it) 

WM  madf  ^*''''  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^'  '^^'  Hodgson  was  adjudicated 
bankrupt:—  a  bankrupt,  the  commissioner  holding  that  **  a  majority 
^stees  were     '"  number,  representing  three-fourths  in  value  of  the 


not  entitled  to   creditors,"   had   not  assented   to   tlie   creditors'   deed. 

their  costs  and    o    •.!  •   ^   j  i  • 

expenses  of       Smith  was  appomted  his  assignee. 

administering 
the  estate,  the 

deed  under  Afterwards,  by  a  decree  made  in  June,  1865,  in  a  suit 

Tcted'bein^       of  Hark  v.  Herring,  instituted  to  carry  into  effect  the 
totally  void.      trusts  of  the  creditors*  deed,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls   ^^J.  f 
held  that  the  creditors'  deed  was  void  as  against  Smith,  ^  -^^."^ 
the  assignee.     The  Defendant  Dresser  was  a  Defendant.^  mtm  jk 
to  that  suit. 

Dresser  and  Herring  had,  uuder  the  trusts  of  the^ 
creditors'  deed,  got  in  and  converted  part  of  the  estatc!^^ - 
and  effects  of  Hodgson,  and  had  placed  it  (700/.)  in^^  -K 
their  joint  names  in  a  bank.  After  the  decree,  S/wi/Ai^  "^ -^^ ' 
required  Dresser  and  Herring  to  pay  over  this  sum  too  -^ 
him.  Herring  was  willing  to  do  so,  but  Dresser  refu8edfc>^^  '^^ 
to  concur  unless  he  was  allowed  the  costs  and  expense^s*^^  ~^ 
incurred  by  him  as  trustee  under  the  deed  of  January ,g^^\&^  ^ 
1864. 

Smitl^^^^^^'^* 
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Smith  and  Herring  instituted  this  suit  in   October^ 
'■-SeS,  against  Dresser^  to  compel  Dresser  to  concur  in 
^b^nabling  Smith  to  obtain  payment  of  the  700/. 

The  question  was  as  to  the  right  of  the  Defendant  to 
-tf.  1)e  costs  of  administering  the  trusts  and  of  this  suit. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Bush  for  the  Plaintiffs.     The 

c5l£ed  of  January^   1864,   is  void,  not  only  under  the 

IBAiikrupt  Act,  as  devesting  jEToef^son  of  the  whole  of 

l^is    property,  but  also  under  the  13  Eliz,  c.  5,  its  object 

bc^ijrsg  to  defeat  the  judgment.     The  deed  being  void, 

tbe       trusts  were  also  void,  and  no  one  can  properly  be 

saicii    to  be  a  trustee  acting  under  it.    The  Defendant 

car^  not  be  treated  as  a  trustee  or  entitled  to  his  costs 

and      expenses  in  acting  under  such  a  deed  ;   Elsey  v. 

Cr€>.SKr  (a). 


[r.  Cole  and  Mr.  Frteling  for  the  Defendant.     The 

^^^^1  is  not  altogether  void  ;  it  was  valid  as  a  conveyance 

^**  '•^lie  property,  which  it  vested  in  Dresser  and  Herring 

^^    "^vustees,  and  remained  so  until  subsequent  circum- 

^^^«^ces  avoided  it.     The  Plaintiff  cannot  recover  the 

■^r^cl  without   paying  the  costs  of  realising   it.     The 

^^>*<^^mstances  were  such  as  to  justify  the  trustees  in 

^^^i^ig  under  the  deed,  and  it  would  be  unjust  to  make 

ttie'iifc-i  bear  the  costs. 

T'bey  cited  Symons y.Gearge{b);  Dakingv.  Whimper{c)\ 
^^^t^lmith  V.  Russell  (d). 


The 

C^)  26  Beat.  95.  (c)  26  Btav.  568. 

y^i  3  Hwl.  4r  C.  68.  (d)  5  De  G.,  M,  4  O.  547. 


Smith 

V. 

DafiisKR. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  facts, 
said,— 

Three-fourths  in  value  of  the  creditors  of  Hodgson 
did  not  execute  the  deed  of  the  26th  o(  January ^  1864, 
and  the  consequence  was,  that  it  had  no  validity  under 
the  act,  and  being  a  conveyance  of  his  estate  and  effects 
to  two  persons,  by  a  debtor,  in  order  to  defeat  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  debt,  the  deed  was  void  as  regards 
all  the  creditors  of  Hodgson. 


In  my  opinion,  the  Defendant  has  mistaken  his 
position  in  this  matter;  he  was  appointed  trustee  under 
a  deed  the  trusts  of  which  were  all  invalid;  he  was  or 
ought  to  have  been  aware  of  this  fact  when  he  began  to  act 
in  the  trusts ;  he  should  have  taken  no  steps  in  it  until 
he  was  satisfied  that  three-fourths  in  value  of  the  cre- 
ditors had  executed  the  deed,  and  a  little  inquiry  would 
have  set  this  clear,  though  on  the  form  of  the  deed  the 
contrary  is  alleged.  But  whether  it  were  so  or  not,  I 
cannot  give  the  Defendant  costs  as  a  trustee,  when,  in 
fact,  he  was  no  trustee  at  all.  I  cannot  allow  the  first 
trust,  viz.,  that  for  payment  of  the  charges  and  expenses 
to  be  paid,  to  be  good,  and  yet  hold  all  the  other 
trusts  to  be  void.  What  a  trustee  is  entitled  to  have  is, 
the  costs  of  executing  his  trusts,  but  if  the  trusts  are 
invalid  he  has  no  trusts  to  execute. 


It  is  said,  that  this  deed  is  effective  for  the  purpose  of 
conveying  the  property  thereby  purported  to  be  con- 
veyed. Assuming  this  to  be  so,  the  trustee  has  thereby 
incurred  no  costs,  and,  as  all  the  trusts  are  void,  he  can 
have  incurred  no  costs  or  expenses  which  could  be 
allowed  by  this  Court  for  the  performance  of  that  which 
is,  in  truth,  nothing,  a  mere  invalid  and  inoperative 
trust. 
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In  one  sense^  no  doubts  the  Derendant  is  a  trustee,  as 
^very  man  is  a  constructive  trustee  who  has  in  his 
;^)osse8sion  property  belonging  to  another,  oF  which  he 
^id  not  culpably  obtain  possession ;  but  this  is  only  as 
^▼ery  debtor  is  a  trustee  oF  the  money  he  owes  to  the 
^^i^itor.  Unless  adverse  claims  are  made  to  the  money 
:dn  his  hands,  he  cannot  properly  be  called  a  trustee, 
^▼en  constructively,  but  where  no  such  claims  are  made 
;9^e  is  simply  a  debtor. 


1866. 


Such  is  the  position  of  the  DeFendant  Mr.  Dresser, 

the  trusts  being  void,  he  had  no  duty  to  perform,  and 

he  cDUght  to  have  paid  over  the  money  at  once  to  the 

assignee,  no  claim  by  any  other  person  having  been 

made,  or  being  about  to  be  made  against  the  money 

in      bis  hands.     In  truth,  he  was  the  less  Justified  in 

eai:B^ing  this  suit  to  be  instituted,  as,  in  the  case  of  Hark 

lerrifig,  to  which  he  was  a  party,  he  had  ascertained, 

.  lie  decree  of  the  Court,  that  the  trusts  of  the  deed 

^nuiiry,  1864,  were  wholly  void,  and  that  he  could 

D<>^     therefore  claim  any  of  the  rights  incidental  to  a  trust 

wb  M  ^zh,  in  truth,  never  existed. 


I      mast  make  a  decree  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  as  Mr* 
J^'tr^MMT  has  occasioned  this  suit,  he  must  pay  the  costs 

or  it. 


384 
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AoAifioir. 
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Ford  V.  The  Earl  of  Chesterfield  {a)  was  cited:  and 
see  Ford  v.  White  (i)  ;  Davis  v.  Whitmore  (c) ;  Fwrhet 
V.  Furber  (rf). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

When  he  was  ser?ed  he  ought  to  have  offered  to 
execute  any  deed  which  might  be  necessary.  I  can 
give  him  no  costs. 


(a)  16  Beav,  516. 
{b)  16  Beav.  120. 


(c)  28  Brao.  617. 
{d)  30  Beav.  523. 


Feb.  27. 

Liberty  to  a 
mortgagee, 
pending  a 
winding  up, 
to  inttitnte  a 
fuit  for  fore- 
closnre  re- 
futed, there 
being  no  tpe- 
cia]  difficulty, 
and  it  being 
competent  to 
him  to  obtain 
the  proper 
order  in  Cham- 
ben  without 
the  neceisity 
of  a  suit 


In  re  ST.  CUTHBERT  LEAD  SMELTING 
COMPANY. 

A  N  order  having  been  made  to  wind  up  this  coCO" 
"^     pany,— 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Freeling,  on  behalf  of  a  mo^' 
gagee,  moved,  under  the  87th  section  of  "  The  Co^^' 
panics  Act,  1862"  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89),  for  leave     *^ 
institute  a  foreclosure  suit  against  the  company. 

They  cited  Walker  v.  The  Ware,  ^c.  Company  (a)- 


Mr.  J.  Pearson,  for  the  OflScial  Liquidator,  suppoi 
the  application. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  think  that  this  is  an  application  t  ought  not     ^ 


grant. 


Ji 


(a)  35  Beav.  52. 


{ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  385 

If  I  were  to  grant  this  application,  then,  in  every  case        1866. 
of  a  mortgage  of  a  company^s  property,  I  ought,  during       ^"^n^^^ 
its  winding  up,  to  allow  a  mortgagee  to  file  a  bill,  and  St.Cuthburt 
must  also  extend  the  like  power  to  judgment  creditors     ^  ^"^"^ 
of  the  company.     If  I  were  to  do  so,  the  enect  would     Compaht. 
be,  that  I  should  be  putting  the  estate  of  the  company 
to  a  considerable  amount  of  expense,  to  enable  the 
mortgagee  to  obtain  an  order,  which  I  can  make  in 
Chambers.   It  is  only  necessary  to  know  what  the  rights 
of  the  mortgagee  are,  and  what  is  proper  to  be  done, 
and  then,  on  hearing  the  OflScial  Liquidator,  I  might 
make  the  order  without  the  necessity  of  any  suit  at  all. 
Sut  if  this  application  were  granted,  there  would  be  a 
bill  and  answer;  the  case  would  be  heard,  and  a  de- 
crr^^  made,  directing  accounts  to  be  taken  in  Chambers 
uf^^^Ti  from  the  winding  up,  and  six  months  would  be 
^en  to  redeem,  and  then  would  come  the  ultimate 
ler  for  foreclosure.    This  would  probably  take  many 
^ntbs,  while,  if  proper,  I  can  make  the  order  under 
^Mrm  ^^F*Bs  winding  up  to-morrow. 

^K  am  of  opinion  that  the  87th  clause  was  only  in- 
^^  ^--^  ^ed  to  apply  to  cases  where  some  difficult  question 
which  can  only  be  determined  in  a  suit.     But  I 
iider  that  if  a  mortgagee  comes  in  and  asks  for  pay 
it,  I  have  full  authority  to  deal  with  his  rights.     He 
f  make  an  application  in  Chambers  with  respect  to 
ment  and  the  interim  dealing  with  the  property,  (^ 
*ch  occasion  the  opinion  of  the  Official  Liquidator 
be  very  valuable.     1  can  make  no  order. 
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PRINCE  V.  PRINCE. 
Feb.  15< 

The  power  rpHE  question  raised  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  validity 
fanyXy^^'^  ^^  ^  contract  entered  into  between  an  intesUte 

4l8t  section  of  and  a  public  company. 
"TheCompa-  '^  '^     '' 

iiie8Act,1856" 

09  &  20  rUL  It  appeared  that  a  company,  called  "  The  ManckesUr 
tract  for  land  Itot/al  Exchange  Proprietors"  had  been  incorporated 
actinff^uDder  *"^  registered  as  a  company  under  the  provisioni 
ite  express  or  of  the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Acts,  1866  and  1857 
iS'u  n^^^^^^  (19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47,  and  20  &  21  Via.  c.  14).  By 
regards  a  com-  one  of  the  rules  of  this  company,  the  committee  of 
pany  formed  ,     ,  '      ,  , ,.  .       i 

under  that  act  management  had   power   to   purchase  additional  pro- 

the'conT  wiiM  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  purposes  of  the  institution,  the  prefiooB 
Act  of  1862     sanction  of  an  annual  or  special  general   meeting  of 

c^89ta1fhS  P'*^P"^^<>r8  *^e^"g  obtained. 
It  repeals  the 

?t1s''a^"St°'  ^y  ^^^  4l8t  section  of  the  19th  k  20th  Vict.  c.4T, 
or  privilege"  contracts  on  behalf  of  any  company  registered  under  that 
the  206th  sec-  act,  which,  by  law,  are  required  to  be  in  writing,  OQ^y 
**°°*  be  made  "  by  any  person  acting  under  the  express  or 

implied  authority  of  the  company." 

,  These  acts  were,  however,  repealed  by  "  The  Com- 
panies Act,  1862"  (25  k  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  205,  and 
schedule  3).  The  repealing  act  does  not,  howeter, 
re-enact  the  41st  section  of  the  former  act,  but  enacts, 
by  the  206th  section,  that  "  no  repeal  thereby  enacted 
shall  affect"  (3)  "Any  right  or  privilege  acquired  or 
liability  incurred  under  any  act  thereby  repealed." 

Such  being  the  state  of  the  law  in  1864,  this  company 

became 
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became  desirous  of  purchasing  a  freehold  property  in 
the  city  of  Manchester  belonging  to  the  Rev.  Samuel 
JPrince,  and  on  the  23rd  of  December^  1864,  Mr.  Prince's 
ageDt  wrote  to  the  committee  of  the  company  offering 
to  sell  them  this  property  (describing  it)  for  22,000/ , 
adding,  **  if  it  be  accepted  as  to  price,  a  formal  contract 
ygmiW  have  to  be  prepared  by  Mr.  Princes  solicitors  and 
yours.** 

The  committee,  on  the  29th  of  December^  1864,  "  re- 
solved, that  the  offer  of  Mr.  Prince's  property  for  the 
sum  of  22,000/.  be  accepted,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
m  general  meeting  of  the  proprietors." 

On  the  11th  of  January^  1865,  a  special  general 
meeting  of  the  company  approved  (as  the  Court  held) 
of  the  contract,  and  authorized  the  committee  to  carry 
H  into  effect. 

On  the  9th  of  February,  1866,  Mr.  Heelis,  the  soli- 
citor of  the  company,  wrote  to  Mr.  Prince's  solicitor  an 
answer  to  accept  his  offer,  but  Mr.  Heelis  had  no  autho- 
rity, under  the  seal  of  the  company,  to  accept  the  offer. 

No  formal  contract  had  ever  been  prepared,  and  on 
the  22nd  of  July,  1865,  before  the  contract  had  been 
completed,  Mr.  Prince  died  intestate. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  question  was,  whether 
a  complete  binding  contract  existed  at  the  death  of  the 
intestate,  so  that,  in  equity,  the  purchase-money  for  the 
freehold  property  belonged  to  the  next-of-kin  and  the 
property  to  the  company. 

The  heir-at-law  of  the  intestate,  who  was  an  infant, 
claimed  the  estate  discharged  of  any  contract. 

c  c  2  Mr. 
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1866.  M'*-  ^'  ^'  James  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  widow  and' 

younger  children  of  Mr.  Prince.  The  offer  contained 
in  the  letter  of  the  23rd  of  December,  1864,  which  was 
accepted  unconditionally  by  the  letter  of  the  9tb  of 
February,  1866,  constituted  a  perfect  binding  contract 
between  the  parties,  for  they  specify  all  the  necessary 
terms.  The  reference  to  the  preparation  of  a  more 
formal  contract  does  not  destroy  or  invalidate  this  coq-« 
tract ;   Oibbins  v.  The  North  Eastern,  ^c.  District  (ci)« 

Mr.  Heelis  was  a  person  acting  under  the  **  express 
or  implied  authority"  of  the  company,  and  his  written 
acceptance  bound  the  company  by  virtue  of  the  4l8t 
section  of  the  act  of  1856,  under  which  this  company 
was  incorporated.  Although  this  act  was  repealed  by 
the  act  of  1862,  and  the  41st  section  was  not  re-enacted, 
still  the  right  of  the  company  to  contract  by  its  agent 
was  preserved  by  the  206th  section,  it  being  a  ''  right 
or  privilege"  acquired  under  the  repealed  act. 

Mr.  Birley  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Little  for  the  infant  heir-at-law.  At  the  intestate's 
death  there  was  no  binding  and  subsisting  contract  for 
the  sale  of  this  freehold  property,  it  therefore  descendeci 
on  his  heir-at-law.  Heelis  was  not  appointed  under  the 
seal  of  the  company  and  had  no  valid  authority  to  bind 
the  company  and  enter  into  this  contract.  The  act  of 
1856  was  altogether  repealed  by  the  act  of  1862,  but  the 
legislature  did  not  think  fit  to  re-enact  the  41st  section 
of  the  former  act.  This  case  does  not,  therefore,  come 
within  the  exception  contained  in  the  205th  section  of 
the  act  of  1862,  for  the  liability  to  be  bound  by  the  acts 

of 

(a)  11  Beav.  1. 
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of  such  an  agent  cannot  be  considered  either  a  '*  right 
or  privilege.** 

Again,  the  contract  alleged  was  a  mere  negotiation  and 
not  final,  for  a  further  formal  contract  was  stipulated 
for,  and  which  would  contain  additional  terms.  Heelis 
was  not  the  duly  appointed  agent  of  the  company,  and 
the  sanction  given  by  the  general  meeting  was  in  too 
general  terms  and  not  sufficiently  certain. 

Wilson  V.  The  West  Hartlepool  Railway  Company  (a) 
was  referred  to. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James  in  reply. 


1866. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  case  has  been 
made  out  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 
The  first  thing  to  be  regarded  is,  what  the  contract  con- 
sists in.  Mr.  Prince,  by  his  agent,  offers  to  sell  this  pro- 
perty to  the  company  for  22,000/.,  and  the  solicitor  of 
the  company  on  their  behalf  writes  to  accept  it.  If  this 
had  been  a  dealing  between  individuals,  and  not  with 
^  company,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  this  would 
C!on8titute  a  complete  and  binding  contract.  I  do  not 
t.hink  that  the  statement,  that  ''a  formal  contract  will 
liave  to  be  prepared,'*  affects  the  question  in  the  slightest 
degree ;  for  when  a  contract  is  complete  and  certain 
in  its  terms  it  is  binding,  although  a  formal  contract 
is  intended  to  be  prepared.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion, 
in  this  case,  that  the  terms  are  certain  and  that  the 
correspondence  constitutes  a  good  contract  as  between 
individuals. 

The 
{a)  34  Beav.  187. 
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1866.  ^^^  second  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  contract  which 

is  binding  upon  the  company.  It  is  necessary,  in  the 
first  place,  to  consider  whether  it  was  binding  under  the 
41  St  section  of  the  act  of  1856^  under  which  the  company 
was  incorporated.  I  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Heelis  was, 
in  fact,  ''a  person  acting  under  the  express  or  implied 
authority  of  the  company;"  that  Heelis  laid  Mr.  Prince t 
oflTer  before  the  committee,  who  resolved  that  the  offer 
should  be  accepted,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  general 
meeting;  that  this  offer  was  laid  before  the  general  meet- 
ing and  that  its  acceptance  was  sanctioned  by  such 
general  meeting,  in  compliance  with  the  rules  of  the 
company.  That  being  so,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
letter  written  by  Mr.  Heelis  on  the  9lh  of  February 
constituted  a  complete  contract  under  the  act  of  1856, 
and  that  the  company  became  bound  by  his  acts  within  ^ 

the  scope  of  his  authority. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  this  power  to  contract     --^ 
by  an  agent,  given  by  the  act  of  1856,  is  taken  away  by  "^^ 
the  act  of  1862.     Except  by  statute,  the  company  had^E^ 
no  authority  to  constitute  a  person  their  agent  for  th^^^e 
purpose  of  purchasing  land,  unless  they  constituted  hin 
their  agent  for  that  purpose  under  their  common  seal 
but  the  act  of  185G  dispensed  with  this.    The  questio" 
therefore  is,  whether  the  act  of  1862   destroyed  th^ 
power.    The  176th  section  provides  for  the  applicatio 
of  that  act  to  companies  already  formed,  but  it  contaii 
nothing  disabling;  on  the  contrary,  it  enables  compan^K.e8 
already  constituted  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  that  act.   ^^mut 
the  205th  clause  in  the  act  of  1862,  which  repeals  ^Jbe 
act  of  1866,  provides,  that  the  repeal  shall  not  aCcc/ 
"  anything  done  under  any  acts  thereby  repealed,*'    or 
"  any  right  or  privilege  acquired  or  liability  incurnrrf 
under  any  act  hereby  repealed." 

It 


Prikcb 
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It  is  clear  that  the  latter  exception  does  not  refer  to  1866. 

things  already  done^  because  that  is  already  provided  ^*^' 
for  by  the  first;  it  must  therefore  mean ''  any  right  or 

privilege"  subsisting.  Psiwcs. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  **  right  or  privilege" 
given  by  the  act  of  1866,  to  enter  into  a  contract  by  an 
agent,  not  so  constituted  by  seal,  is  a  "  right  or  privi- 
lege" which  the  company  enjoyed  at  the  passing  of  the 
act  of  1862.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is,  and  that  it  was 
not  taken  away  by  the  act  of  1862. 

A  decree  must  therefore  be  made  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  this  contract 


Re  HAFOD  LEAD  MINING  COMPANY. 

Slaters  Case.  «.  ,«  «^ 

Feb.  13,  20. 

rilHIS  was    an    application,   made  by  the  Official  A  company 
^      Liquidator,  to  put  Mr.  Slater  on  the  list  of  con-  ci^^^a!  K 

tributories  for  100  shares,  on  the  ground  that  the  transfer  ga^®  C.  D.30/. 

to  take  a 
of  them  to  Mr.  Cassan  was  fraudulent  and  void.  transfer  of  his 

shares,  and  the 
mi  •  1  t      1 1'  I       n  -m-r      transfcr,  which 

The  company  was  incorporated  on  the  loth  of  iVo-  stoted  (falsely) 

vember,  1861,  and  Mr.  Slater  held  100  shares  in  it.         *^?»  9  «oJi* 

'  '  paid  ^,  B.  251. 

for  the  shares, 

On  the  29th  September,  1863,  the  company  was  in  ^^"^^"^^7 
difficulties,  and  information  was  given  by  the  directors  a  year  after- 
to  the  shareholders.     Mr.  Slater  thereupon  employed  ^mi»ny  was 
Mr.  Casson,  an  accountant,  and  who  owed  him  26/.  on  ordered  to 
bond,  to  see  the  books  of  the  company,  and  he  examined  Held,ih&tA.  k 
them  accordingly.  Il^^uto'  *  *^°" 

On       Distinctioa 
between  a 
transfer  of  aharet  which  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  tha  transferee,  and  one 
which  is  10  as  regards  tht  company. 


\ 
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1%9;.  0&  tLe  i2di  \o€^mUr,  ] ^63,  Mr.  Slaier  gmve  Casm 

^^^^      aOttouiDelial'Xiifcafe-     Of  tk^  ZS^  ns  pdd  by  tbe 

Ham*  Lc4»   ^^  t^^'KA  <i<^  '^<i^  CasMw  to  Sister,  mad  the  remaiDder 

JfnfMC^.    wdttpudincua.     Bat  the  deed  of  tnnsfier  crf^  that  date 

£ibelT  stated  that  Cojam  had  zircn  Sfalcr  2S1.  for  the 


On  the  27th  Xattmber,  IH63,  the  transfer  of  the  shares 
was  dolj  regikftercd  br  the  company  in  their  books. 

On  the  5th  Sortmher,  1^<64,  being  a  year  after  this 
transactioDy  an  order  was  made  to  wind  op  this  com- 
pany, and  the  Official  Liqaidator  now  applied  to  pat 
Mr.  Slater  on  the  list  of  contribntories  for  100  shares,  < 
on  the  ground  that  the  transfer  to  Cassam,  made  when^ 
the  company  was  in  difficulties,  was  fraudulent  and  roid. 
Mr.  Cassan,  in  his  eridence,  alleged  that  he  had  taken 
the  shares  under  undue  influence  and  pressure  on  tb 
part  of  Slater,  and  under  the  fear  of  being  sued  by  th^»-  e 
latter  on  his  bond,  and  that  he  was  a  mere  trustee  o^czDf 
the  shares  for  Slater.     It  was  also  alleged  that  the  shary^^ 

had  been  transferred  into  Cosmowls  name,  in  order  t o 

enable  him  to  inspect  the  books  of  the  company.  A  II 
this  was,  howef'er,  denied  by  the  Respondent,  wIhsmo 
insisted  that  the  transfer  was  bona  fide,  and  that  Catu  m 
was  to  have  the  profit  to  be  derived  from  these  sharcih 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Roxbwrgh^  for  the  Offic^Sal 
Liquidator,  cited  LundCt  Case  (a) ;  Hyams  Case  (£^^) ; 
CosteWs  Case(c)  ;  Bunns  Case  (rf) ;  De  Passs  Case( t). 


Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.    Crossleg,  for  Slater,  cil 
FentDick'sCase(f);Jessopp'sCase(g);  Straffun'sCase{  -^); 
BudWs  Case  (t). 

=3& 

(a)  27  Beav.  465.  (  /*)  1  Dc  G.  ♦  Sm.  557. 

(6)  I  De  G.,  F.  ^  J.  75.  (g)  2  JDte  G.  *  J.  638 

(f )  2  Ibid.  302.  {h)  I  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.5  '^t 

(</)  Ibid.  275.  (i)  30  heav.  \\Z,andZ  1>^G^ 

(0  \DeG.is  J.  559.  F.  if  J.  300. 
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ne  Master  of  the  Rolls.  vi^^ 

I  have  certainly  held,  that  where  a  shareholder  gets   Hapod  Lkad 
rid  of  shares  by  assigning  them  to  a  pauper,  or  to  a    Miwihg  Co. 
servant  over  whom  he  has  entire  control,  in  order  to        Cas"* 
avoid  paying  his  share  of  the  debts  of  the  company  and       j-^^  19, 
of  throwing  them  on  the  other  shareholders,  this  transac- 
tion is  fraudulent  and  void,  and  I  think  the  latter  decisions 
tend  to  confirm  that  conclusion.      But  I  do  not  con- 
sider that  this  precludes  a  shareholder  from  bona  fide 
selling  his  shares   to  another  person,  or  giving   him 
money  to  take  the  shares,  if  the  transaction  be  open  and 
not  merely  colorable.     Subject  to  an  observation  I  am 
about  to  make,  as  to  the  statement  of  the  consideration 
in  the  transfer,  I  see  nothing  in  this  transaction,  which, 
us  between  Mr.  Slater  and  the  company,  can  justify  me 
in  saying  that  this  transaction  is  colorable  and  void. 

If  a  person  holding  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company 
induces  another  person  to  buy  them  by  making  false 
representations  to  that  person,  the  purchaser  may  come 
here  to  set  aside  the  transaction  as  between  them.  But 
Ihe  company  have  nothing  to  do  with  that  matter,  and, 
subject  to  any  power  which  they  may  possess  of  rejecting 
any  transfers,  they  must  adopt  the  decisions  of  the 
Courts  as  to  the  person  who  is  to  become  or  to  remain 
a  shareholder.  The  Court  in  such  matters  cannot 
look  into  the  question  of  the  fairness  of  the  means  by 
ivhich  such  transfer  was  eflfected.  If  ^.  says  to  his 
servant,  the  company  is  about  to  be  wound  up,  take  my 
shares,  they  can  get  nothing  from  you,  and  will  not 
attempt  it,  and  I  will  repay  you  for  the  trouble  and  loss 
yon  may  sustain,  the  company  may  properly  say,  this  is 
no  transfer,  and  that  A.  is  still  liable.  But  if  il.,knowing 
that  a  company  is  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  says  to  JB., 
''  this  is  a  thriving  and  valuable  company,*'  and  thereby 

induces 
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Salter's 
Ca»b. 


1866.       induces  B.  to  buy  them,  B,,  as  regards  the  company,  ig 
^■^^^"^^      the  shareholder,  until  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  he  has  set 

R.£ 

Hapod  Lead  ^i^^  the  transaction  and  compelled  A.  to  take  back  his 
Mining  Co.  shares.  In  the  former  case,  the  want  of  means  of  the 
servant  or  dependent  of  A.  to  pay  calb  is  a  material 
ingredient ;  in  the  latter  case,  the  greater  or  less  wealth 
of  the  transferee  forms  no  element  of  consideratioD. 
The  case  before  me,  if  all  that  is  alleged  against  Mr. 
Slater  be  correct,  and  not  disproved  or  denied  by 
him,  would  make  it  belong  to  the  second  class  of 
cases.  Casson  here  puts  his  case  upon  this :  that  be 
took  the  shares  upon  undue  influence  and  pressure 
on  the  part  of  Slater,  and  that  he  feared  being  sued 
by  Slater  on  his  bond.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  evidence  to  shew  that  Casson  is  not  fully  able 
to  pay  the  calls  on  the  shares ;  but  with  this  the  com- 
pany have  nothing  to  do.  I  assume  that,  if  Catso% 
pleased,  he  might,  by  bill  in  equity,  set  aside  the 
transfer,  and  compel  Slater  to  take  back  the  shares; 
but  until  he  has  done  so  he  is  the  shareholder,  and  to 
such  a  suit  the  company  would  not  be  proper  parties. 
I  have  looked  through  the  evidence,  and  I  find  that  the 
case  I  have  suggested  is  not  really  raised,  and  cer- 
tainly not  proved  by  the  evidence.  Whether  Casson 
could  maintain  such  a  suit,  when,  according  to  a  part  of 
the  evidence,  he  was  induced  to  have  the  shares  put  in 
bis  name,  in  order  to  inspect  the  books,  and  whether,  by 
so  doing,  he  had  ascertained  the  state  of  the  affairs  of 
the  company,  I  do  not  stop  to  consider.  This  company 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that  case,  but  solely  whether  in 
this  case  the  shares  were  coll usively  transferred  to  a  mtn 
who  could  not  pay  calls,  in  order  to  relieve  Slater,  and  this 
is  not  proved,  and  it  is  fit  to  observe,  tbat  one  share, instead 
of  100,  would  have  been  quite  as  efficacious  for  tb^ 
purpose  of  inspecting  the  books. 


la 
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Tn  the  6rst  place^  Casson  was  competent  to  pay  the        1866. 
calls.     In  the  second  place,  the  company,  although  in      ^"^n^^^ 
difficulties,  was  not  wound   up  till  nearly  a  year  had    Hafod  Lead 
elapsed.    The  mine  might  in  that  interval  have  proved     Mining  Co. 
profitable  and  valuable,  and  the  shares,  in  that  case, 
could  not  have  been  got  back.     In  the  third  place,  no 
indemnity  was  given  to  Casson,  but  it  was  expressly  re- 
fused, and  that  refusal  was  not  objected  to  and  no  indem- 
nity was  required. 


Salter*! 
Cask. 


The  real  difficulty  in  the  case  is,  the  false  statement  of 
the  consideration,  viz. :  that  25/.,  were  paid  for  the  shares 
by  Casson,  when,  in  fact,  30/.  were  paid  to  him.  This  is 
^ery  serious,  but  I  observe  that  Casson  was  employed  to 
examine  the  books,  and  this  examination,  it  is  agreed 
on  both  sides,  he  made,  and  for  which  he  now  makes 
a  claim.  If  this  was  taken  into  account  and  made  to 
amount  to  55/.,  it  would  make  the  consideration  paid 
25/.  But  the  whole  matter  is  unexplained.  This  also 
is  to  be  observed : — it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  done 
for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  directors,  for  I  do  not 
find  that  they  had  any  power  of  refusing  to  accept  the 
transfer  if  the  exact  truth  had  been  told. 


I  think,  therefore,  on  the  whole,  that  there  is  not  such 
a  case  made  out  to  set  aside  this  transaction  as  to  enable 
me  to  make  any  order  on  this  summons;  but  the  Re- 
spondent Slater  does  not  come  before  the  Court  perfectly 
without  taint,  he  did  not  put  the  real  consideration  in  the 
deed  as  far  as  the  evidence  stands.  If  he  did  he  cer- 
tainly does  not  explain  it.  Therefore  I  must  dismiss  the 
summons  without  costs. 
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STOOKE  V.  STOOKE. 

Mar.  12. 

A  testator  gave  fTlHE  testator,  who  had  five  children,  died  in  1864. 
a  house  and  1 

300/.  "oflaw- 
his  Id^uid^ter  ^        By  his  will,  he  gave  to  each  of  his  three  sons  8om6 
and  "  the  re-     house  property,  and  to  one  of  his  daughters  a  house  and 

his  moneys,  in  300/.,  and  then  proceeded  in  the  following  words:— 

whatever  it 

may  be,  in  ''And  I  give  to  my  daughter  JElenora  Stooke,  the  bouse 

sols  or  any-  '  occupied  by  Mr.  Lucas,  and  if  she  dies  without  issue, 
thing  else,"  to  then  to  conie  back  to  my  sons,  to  be  divided  equally 
his  wife.  Heldf     ,.,      t  i        i  i   »  i»i        •  •       nnm    c 

that  the  wife     alike  between  the  three,  and  I  hkewise  give  300/.  or 

to"lUh'^ te       '^w'^"'  money  of  Great  Britain  to  my  daughter  JHenm* 

tator's  resi-        TTie  remainder  of  all  my  moneys,  in  whatever  it  may  be, 

estate  mvesied  ^"  bonds  or  consols  or  anything  else,  I  give  to  my  wife 

in  any  security,  for  her  sole  use,  as  long  as  she  shall  live,  but  not  to  give 

policy,  Init  not  '^  away  from  my  sons  and  daughters  at  her  death,  but  to 

to  a  leasehold  give  it  to  either  or  divide  it  equally  between  the  wbole. 
or  furniture  or  , 

chatteU.  I  give  to  my  two  sons,  Charles  and  Richard^  the  yard 

and  garden  what  I  bought  of  Mr.  Brewer's  executors. 

to  be  divided  equally  between  them,  but  the  part  next 

to  Mr.  Millers  to  be  Richard's:* 


The  testator  was  possessed  of  a  leasehold  called  ^^The 
Ivy  Cottage,"  held  for  a  term  if  three  persons  should  so 
long  live,  and  he  had  effected  a  policy  for  4501.  payable 
on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  cestuis  que  vie. 
There  were  also  furniture,  culinary  articles,  china,  glass, 
wearing  apparel,  plate,  wine  and  a  pony  carriage  in  and 
about  The  Ivy  Cottage,  of  the  estimated  value  of  141/. 


The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  this  cottage 

and 
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and  the  other  articles  passed  under  the  words  ''the  re- 
mainder of  all  my  moneys/' 

Stooke 

Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  Rowcliffe,  for  one  of  the  next       Stooke. 
of  kin,  cited  Lowe  v.  Thomas  (a). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Marten^  for  the  widow,  cited 
Montagu  v.  The  Earl  of  Sandwich  (6)  ;  Stocks  v. 
Barri{c);  Rogers  v.  Thomas  {d)\  Hinves  v.  Hinves  (e). 

Mr.  Southgate  for  all  the  Defendants  except  the  widow. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  constrae  one  will  from  the 
words  used  in  another  will ;  you  must  judge  by  the 
will  itself. 

I  concur  in  this: — that  if  a  testator,  by  his  will,  gives 
matters,  which  are  not  money  in  the  ordinary  acceptation 
of  the  term,  and  afterwards  gives  all  ''other  my  moneys 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,"  he  applies  that  expression 
to  things  which  are  not  strictly  money  and  consequently 
that  things  not  of  that  character  pass  under  the  gift. 
Thus  if  a  testator  gives  Whiteacre  and  all  the  rest  of 
my  money  to  A.  J3.,  he  means  all  his  property,  for  he 
treats  Whiteacre  as  "  money,"  although  land  or  real 
estate  and  personal  chattels  are  not  properly  speaking 
"  money.*' 

Applying  that  rule  to  this  case,  I  think  that  the 
meaning  of  the  testator  is  not  ambiguous.  After 
giving  a  house  and  "  300/.  of  lawful  money  of  Oreat 

Britain 

(a)  5  Be  G.,  M.  if  G.  315.  (d)  2  Keen,  8. 

(6)  83  Bmo.  324.  (e)  3  Hare,  G09. 

(c)  John,  64. 
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1866.       Britain  to  his  daughter  Elenora"  he  gives  the  "re- 
mainder or  all  my  moneys"  to  his  wife.     I  am  dispose^ 
to  thinks  that  if  he  had  stopped  there,  and  had  saicSi 
^  the  remainder  of  all  my  moneys  I  give  to  my  wife^ "" 
it  would  have  carried  the  whole  of  the  property.    Bi^^t 
he    specifies   the    moneys    he  means,   by  saying,  "i      ni 
whatever  it  may  be,  in  bonds  or  consols  or  anythin        g 
else/'     I  read  this  as  a  gift  of  all  liis  money  on  wba^^. 
ever  security  it  may  be,  whether  on  bonds  or  consols  czzz^r 
any  other  security,  and  all  sums  secured  by  any  speci^^sg 
of  security.     If  he  had  had  a  freehold  farm,  that  woii^9(f 
not  have  been  money  in  any  sense  of  that  word  as  os^^ 
by  the  testator. 

This  view  is  confirmed  by  the  fact,  that  after  be  had 
done  this,  he  directs  a  yard  and  garden  to  be  equally 
divided  between  his  two  sons  Charles  and  liichard, 
from  which  it  is  clear,  that  he  did  not  consider  them 
as  part  of  bis  money.  This  shews  that  the  word  is 
used  in  a  restricted  sense,  and  not  in  a  sense  wbich 
would  include  freeholda^   . 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  "  money,**  as  wed  in 
this  will,  includes  money  on  aify  species  of  securrty. 

I  do  not  feel  the  difficulty  as  to  the  policy.  The 
450/.  was  secured  by  a  policy  of  assurance  for  the 
purpose  of  repaying  the  value  of  the  leasehold  when  it 
fell  in  upon  the  death  of  the  last  life.  I  do  not  see  why 
the  testator  should  not  bequeath  it,  if  he  thought  fit,  for 
I  think  the  leasehold  and  policy  separate  and  distinct 
properties.  Suppose  he  owed  1,000/.,  payable  by  instal- 
ments, and  had  insured  bis  life  for  1,000/.,  would  it  not 
be  moneys  on  security  ?  I  think  the  450/.  was  money 
invested  in  a  policy. 

I  think 
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I  ihiDk  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  policy,  but  not  to        1866. 
the  leaseholds  or  the  farniture,  kc,  which  go  to  the 
nextrof-kin. 

Dbcrbb. 
Declare  that  tbe  bequest  of  *'  the  remainder  of  all  my  moneys,  in 
wbateTar  It  may  be,  in  bonds  or  consols,  or  anvthing  else,"  passed  all 
the  teatator's  reddoary  personal  estate  invested  in  any  security,  "  in* 
dnding  tbe  policy  of  assurance,"  but  not  tbe  leasehold  premises  called 
Joy  eoiiage,  not  tbe  fiimiturei  &c.,  &c.  therein,  wbicb  were  undis- 
posed of. 


In  re  THE   ANGLO-GREEK   STEAM    NAVIGA- 
TION AND  TRADING  COMPANY  LIMITED.       Mar.e,7, 

8,  12. 

nnHIS  was  a  petition  by  two  shareholders  to  wind  up  Tbe  words 
the  company,  which  had  been  registered  in  Jult/f  gquj^y^  ^bat 

1865.  the  company 

should  be 
wound  up"  in 

By  the  niemorandum  of  association  the  capital  was  the  5tb  rule 

^  *^  of  the  79th 

stated  section  of 
"Tbe  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,"  are  to  be  considered  tjusdem  generit  with  tbe  four  prior  rules. 

If  it  were  established  that  a  company  never  had  any  proper  foundation,  and  that 
it  was  a  mere  fraud  or  bubble  company,  the  Court  would  order  it  to  be  wound  up. 

Misconduct  of  directors  and  manager  towards  the  shareholders,  though  a  ground  for 
relief  by  suit,  is  not,  until  sucfatfmismanagement  has  produced  insolvency,  a  ground 
for  winding  up  tbe  company.   ^ 

A  laige  remuneration  to  tbe  projector  and  directors  of  a  company,  if  openly  provided 
ibr  by  the  articles  of  association,  cannot  afterwards  be  questioned  by  shareholders. 

Observations  as  to  tbe  impropriety  of  directors  receiving  gifts  from  tbe  projector  out 
of  tbe  promotion  moneys  received  bv  him  from  the  company. 

A  benefit  received  by  a  director  from  persons  employed  by  tbe  company,  or  arising 
from  tbe  transactions  of  tbe  company,  cannot  be  supported. 

It  is  not  only  the  duty  of  directors  of  companies  to  be  ready,  at  all  times,  to  explain 
everything  to  shareholders,  but  also  that  they  shall  be  engaged  in  no  transactions  con- 
nected with  tbe  company  from  which  they  can  derive  a  profit  which  is  not  openly  known 
to,  and  acquiesced  in,  by  all  the  shareholders. 

Every  subscriber  in  a  public  company  is  bound  to  know  tbe  articles  of  association, 
and  cannot  complain  of  anything  disclosed  in  them,  which,  if  be  does  not  know,  he 
might  and  ought  to  know. 

Shareholders,  who  appear  to  support  or  resist  a  petition  to  wind  up  a  company,  do 
fo  at  their  own  cost,  unless  a  personal  charge  is  made  against  them  ;  in  which  case, 
tbe  director  or  member  assailed  is  entitled  to  appear  separately,  and  to  his  costs  frum 
tbe  petitioner  if  tbe  case  fails. 

Remarks  on  tbe  impropriety  of  making  the  statutory  affidavit,  as  to  belief  in  the 
statements  of  a  petition  to  wind  up,  without  inquiry  as  to  the  truth  of  such  statement. 
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1866.        stated  to  be  750,0002.,  divided  into  30,000  shares  of  25L 

^■^^^^^^      each.     The  petition  represented,  in  substance,  that  the 

Anolo-Grbek  company  was  a  bubble  company  got  up  for  the  benefit 

NAyioATtoN    merely  of  the  projector  and  promoters,  and  it  contained 
AND  Trading     ,      ^  „       .  ,     ,        "^ 

Company      the  following  personal  charges  : — 

The  company  was  promoted  by  Stefanos  Xenos,  with 
the  view  and  objects  solely,  as  your  Petitioners  believe, 
of  obtaining  from  the  company  a  large  sum  of  money 
for  certain  concessions,  alleged  to  have  been  obtained 
by  him,  of  the  rights  and  goodwill  of  the  Greek  and 
Oriental  and  the  Levant  and  Black  Sea  Steam  Haviga* 
tion  Company,  and  a  concession  alleged  to  have  been 
granted  to  him  by  the  Greek  government,  granting  to  bis 
vessels  important  privileges  in  Greek  ports,  which  conces- 
sions your  Petitioners  believe  had  no  actual  existence. 

With  a  view  to  carrying  out  the  said  scheme,  the 
said  Stefanos  Xenos  made  an  agreement  with  the  follow- 
ing persons  to  become  directors  of  the  proposed  com- 
pany, that  is  to  say,  Rear  Admiral  George  Elliot,  Vice* 
Admiral  Sir  Henry  Keppell,  H.  H.Fox,  Francis  Totkill, 
George  Saxon  and  Adam  Sckoales,  upon  the  terms  that 
the  said  Stefanos  Xenos  should  pay  the  sum  of  3,000/1 
to  Rear  Admiral  Elliot,  600Z.  to  Mr.  Fox,  300/.  or  350/. 
to  George  Saxon,  and  other  sums  to  the  other  directors 
out  of  the  money  which  he  should  receive  from  the 
company  for  thei^ assistance  in  carrying  out  his  scheme. 

Having  made  these  arrangements,  the  said  Stefanos 
Xenos  and  his  co-promoters  caused  the  articles  of 
association  of  the  company  to  be  prepared  and  regis- 
tered, and  which  articles  contained  the  following  among 
other  clauses : — 

*'  Art.  14.  The  following  shall  be  the  6rst  and  present 
directors  and  officers.  Directors :  Rear  Admiral  George 
£//io^,  Vice-Admiral  Sir H.Keppell,  Stefanos Xenos,^6q., 

H.  H.  Fox, 
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H.  H.  Fox^  Esq.,  Francis  Tothill,  Esq.,  George  Saxon,        1866. 
Esq.,  Adam  SchoaUs,  Esq.  v^■^^^/ 

In  re 

*'Art.  109.  A  sum  of  3,000i.  shall  be  set  aside  m    Navigation 

each  year  for  the  remuneration  of  the  directors,  such  ^"^  Tradino 

.   .  .  .  Company 

sum  to  be  divided  amongst  the  directors  in  such  pro-      Limited. 

portions  as  they  shall  amongst  themselves  determine. 

Should  the  company  pay  a  dividend  of  25/.  per  cent. 

nett  in  any  year,  then  b,  bonus  o(  10,000/.  shall  be  in 

every  such  year  divided  amongst  the  directors,  in  such 

proportions  as  they  shall  amongst  themselves  determine. 

**  Art.  129.  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos  shall  for  a  period  of 
three  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  day  of  the  date  of 
the  memorandum  of  association,  be  the  managing  di- 
rector of  the  company,  and  his  remuneration  shall  be 
1,200/1  a  year ;  but  should  the  company  pay  a  dividend 
of  10/.  per  cent.,  then  his  remuneration  shall  be  1,500/. 
for  every  such  year ;  and  if  a  dividend  of  16/.  per  cent. 
or  upwards  be  paid,  then  the  remuneration  to  be  2,000/. 
for  every  such  year. 

"  Art.  130.  And  whereas  the  said  Stefanos  Xenos  has 
undertaken  to  sell  to  the  said  company  two  concessions : 
Ist^  that  of  the  rights  and  goodwill  of  the  Greek  and 
Oriental  and  the  Levant  and  Black  Sea  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Company ;  and  2ndly,  a  concession  by  the  Greek 
government  granting  to  his  vessels  important  privileges 
ID  Greek  ports,  and  has  also  undertaken  to  pay  all  the 
preliminary  expenses  incurred  in  the  launching  of  the 
company,  and  to  assign  over  to  the  company  the  lease 
of  offices  at  No.  9,  Fenchurch  Street,  with  the  furniture 
and  effects  therein,  it  is  agreed,  that  in  consideration  of 
the  foregoing  he  shall  be  paid  the  sum  of  22,000/.,  one- 
balf  in  cash  and  the  other  half  in  shares,  to  be  calculated 
at  the  rate  of  16/.  paid;  such  shares,  however,  to  rank 

VOL.  XXXV — III.  D  D  in 
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1866.        in  point  of  money  paid  with  the  ordinary  shares  of  t.l^« 
^"^y^^      company,  and  the  said  Stefanos  Xenos  to  be  credit^^^ 
Anolo-Oreek  with   the  successive  calls  upon  them  up  to  the  mm,m4i 

NivioATioN   amount  of  16/.  upon  each  share." 
AMD  Trading  ^ 

Company 

iMiTiD.  rpi^^  petition  then  stated  the  issuing  of  the  prospectus 

and  that  the  Petitioners  had  taken  shares,  and  proceeded 

to  make  the  following  statements: — 

**  That  the  directors  had  purchased  certain  ste&sn 
vessels  for  200|000/.,  and  paid  for  the  same  partly  "by 
bills  of  the  company,  and  partly  by  3,000  shares  credit^ 
with  21.  lOs.  per  share  as  paid  up,  and  ihtit  StrfanotX»m€)i 
had  received  from  the  vendors  in  that  transactioa  t 
commission  or  bonus  of  10,000/. 

''  That  987  only  of  the  shares  had  been  allotted  to  the 
general  public,  and  1,650  shares  to  Count  Metaxa,  helug 
the  only  shares  bond  Jide  allotted,  and  your  Petitionera 
believe,  that  not  more  than  10,000/.  has  been  actually 
paid  to  the  company  in  respect  of  the  shares  thereini 
and  that  the  whole  of  the  moneys  so  paid  have  been 
taken  by  Stefanos  XenoSy  on  account  of  his  alleged 
agreement  with  the  company,  and  divided  in  certaift 
proportions  between  himself  and  the  other  directore  or 
some  of  them. 

*'  Amongst  others,  there  appear  registered  in  the  books 
of  the  company  Emmanuel  Mavrogordato  for  900  shares 
and  Alexander  Carnegie  for*  600  shares  each,  credited 
with  2/.  10«.  per  share  paid  thereon,  both  of  those 
persons  being,  in  fact,  nominees  of  the  said  Stefan^ 
Xenos,  who  have  made  no  payment  whatever  to  the 
company  on  the  said  shares. 

*'  It  is  utterly  impracticable  with  the  amount  of  boMi 
Jide  subscribed  capital  of  the  company  to  carry  on  the 
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Dusinefls  thereof,  and  your  Petitioners  believe  it  never 
nras  the  intention  of  the  said  Stefanos  Xenos  and  his  co- 
promoters  so  to  do«  but  to  make  the  said  company  a  AkoJIgreek 

eans  of  their  obtaining  as  much  money  as  possible  for    Navioatiok 
,     .  ,      ,  11.1     akoTradimo 

heir  own  purposes,  and,  when  no  more  can  be  obtamed,      Compamt 

wind  up  the  same.  Limited. 

'^  The  directors  and  the  said  Stefanos  Xenos  are  making 

pretence  of  carrying  on  business  by  means  of  the  said 

ipfl,  but  your  Petitioners  believe  that  no  real  or  bond 

business  has  been  at  any  time  done  by  the  company, 

or  is  there  the  slightest  probability  of  its  objects  being 

arried  out 

'^  Your  Petitioners  believe  that  it  is  to  the  interest  and 

»«ne6t  of  all  the  bond  fide  shareholders  of  the  company, 

rho  have  made  any  payment  on  their  shares,  that  the 

0t>ceedings  of  the  directors  should  be  stopped  and  the 

^^rapaoy  wound  up." 

The  petition  was  served  on  the  company  alone. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  to  prove  and  rebut  these 
itements,  but  the  effect  of  it  is  stated  in  the  judgment 
the  Court. 

3Ir.    SelwyHf    Mr.    Roxburgh    and    Mr.    Oraham 
^'^^utingM  in  support  of  the  petition. 

IMir.  Druce  for  Admiral  Elliot. 

3Ir.  Hemming  for  Mr.  Carnegie. 

'Sir,  Stoansion  for  Stefanos  Xenos. 

'3ffn   Southgate  and   Mr.    Cottrell  for  the  Agency 
mpany,  who  were  holders  of  5,120  shares. 

D  D  2  Mr. 
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Mr.  Hamenkam  Cox  for  Mr.  Mavrognrdaio. 

Am^^^reck       *'■■•  Bagshawe  for  shipboDders. 
Natioatiob 

^CoMFAST  ^Ii*-   Roberts  for  Cooot  Meiaxa  and  other  share- 

LniiTED.      holders. 

Mr.  Stbcyn  in  reply. 

The  following  aathorities  were  cited : — *^  Tkt  Cw- 
pamies  Act,  1862/'  25  ^  26  Ficf.  c.  89,  5. 79 ;  lipflrtt 
SpacAjKox  (a) ;  Maxwell  r.  Por<  TVimoji^  ^c.  (%.(&); 
iZ«  Marlborough  Club  Co.  (c);  SAou;  v.  Farreil((f). 


2^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  18  an  application  by  two  shareholders  to  wiod 
up  this  company  under   the  79tb  section  of  the  sti- 
tute.    There  are  five  different  rules  laid  down  in  this 
section  defining  under  what  circumstances  a  company 
may  be  wound  up.     First,  whenever  the  company  has 
passed  a  special  resolution  requiring  the  company  to  be 
wound  up  by  the  Court.     Secondly,  whenever  the  com- 
pany does  not  commence  its  business  within  a  year  from 
its  incorporation,  or  suspends  its  business  for  the  space 
of  a  whole  year:    Thirdly,  whenever  the  members  are 
reduced  in  number  to  less  than  seven.    Fourthly,  when- 
ever the  company  is  unable  to  pay  its  debts.     Fifthly, 
whenever  the  Ck)urt  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  just  and 
equitable  that  the  company  should  be  wound  up. 

Lord  Cottenham  laid  down,  and  I  and  all  the  other 

Coorts 

(fl)  1  Mac.  if  Cor.  170.  (c)  1  Law  Rep.  Eq,  216. 

(6)  24  Beav.  495.  {d)  20  Beav.  249. 
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<^orts  have  followed  hiro,  that  these  words  in  the  fifth 
arole  are  to  be  considered  words  ejusdem  generis^  and 
'^bat  they  must  relate  to  the  four  subject  matters  pre-  Anglo-Grbbk 
"^riously  stated  in  the  four  previous  rules.     At  the  same    Navioatioii 

AMD  IrADIMO 

"^me,  if  it  were  established  that  the  company  never  had      Company 
ci  proper  foundation,  and  that  it  was  a  mere  fraud,  or      Limited. 
^^9rbat  is  commonly  called  a  ''bubble  company."    The 
^^oart  would  consider  that  it  came  within  that  fifth  rule. 

In  this  case,  as  none  of  the  first  four  rules  apply,  it 
K>ecome8  necessary  to  examine  into  the  constitution  of 
^lie  company  to  see  whether  there  was  anything  which, 
1^  nder  the  fifth  rule,  would  induce  this  Court  to  wind  up 
^  ^18  company.  For  this  purpose,  I  have  read  and  care- 
illy  considered  the  affidavits  and  the  evidence  of  the 
itnesses  given  in  Court,  and,  as  far  as  the  evidence 
9  lows  me  to  judge,  coupled  with  my  very  limited  know- 
-y^^^ge  of  the  subject  itself,  I  should  judge  favorably  of  the 
y^X^BO  of  this  association,  provided  it  were  carried  on  in  a 
7^^^^9&  fide  manner  with  ready  money,  and  not  with 
««*o«^  scraped  together  by  large  discounts  and  mulcted 
^y    l^cavy  commissions. 

I^be  concessions,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge  from 

^tio    evidence,  appear  to  me  to  be  valuable,  the  support 

^^^    '^y^e  Greek  houses  seems  to  me  to  be  secured,  the 

^^^   voyages  appear  to  me  to  have  been  prosperous  and 

^^^     V^Hve  produced   fair  and  reasonable  profits  and  to 

^^^«ode  future  prosperity,  and  the  whole  association 

^^^S^t,  I  think,  reasonably  expect  that  fair  and  reason- 

^*^   profits  would  be  made  by  the  contributories,  if  the 

^^^t«  of  the  company  are  not  wasted  by  too  heavy 

'^Unerations  to  the  officers,  by  payments  for  loans  or 

'*****»  loans  and  for  obtaining  shareholders. 


Having 
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]l^QQ,  Having  come  to  that  conclasion,  if  this  matter  had 

^•^^.'^^  rested  there,  the  task  I  should  have  had  to  perform 
Anglo^Oiiebk  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^T  wn^pJe.  I  should  in  fact  simply 
NAyioATioN  have  dismissed  the  petition.  But  the  petition  goes  on 
CoMPAMT  ^^  attack  several  of  the  members  of  the  concern  and  the 
Limited,  directors  themselves  personally.  If  this  had  been  simply 
denied  by  the  company,  and  if  they  themselves  had 
not  personally  appeared,  I  should  have  simply  dismissed 
the  petition,  no  case  having  been  made  out  for  the 
winding  up  the  company.  For,  as  I  stated  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  the  misconduct  of  the  directors,  though 
it  may  be  a  reason  why  the  shareholders  should  have 
relief  against  them,  is  not  a  reason  for  winding  up 
the  company.  But  the  directors  and  other  share- 
holders have  appeared  personally,  and  the  affidavits 
and  the  cross-examinations  have  disclosed  matters  of 
great  importance  to  the  shareholders  which  much  con- 
cern the  interests  of  this  association  and  which  involves 
the  question  arising  upon  the  fifth  rule,  which  I  have 
read.  Their  appearance  and  asking  for  costs  have  com- 
pelled me  to  go  into  the  question,  for  without  this  I 
should  not  have  been  disposed  to  have  done  so,  but  I 
should  simply  have  considered,  as  I  have  stated,  that  no 
case  for  winding-up  was  made.  For  this  purpose^  I 
have  gone  through  the  evidence  and  cross-examinations 
and  the  aflSdavits. 

It  is,  as  I  have  often  said,  the  duty  of  all  directors  to 
be  not  only  ready  at  all  times  to  explain  everything  to 
the  shareholders,  but  it  is  also  their  imperative  duty 
to  take  care  that  there  should  be  nothing  of  the  cha- 
racter of  underhand  dealing  between  them,  by  which  I 
mean,  that  there  should  be  no  transaction  connected 
with  the  company  by  which  profits  can  be  derived  by 
them  or  any  one  of  them,  which  is  not  openly  known  to 
•  and  acquiesced  in  by  all  the  shareholders. 

But 


^ 
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'  But  every  subscriber  is,  in  my  opinion,  bound  to 
Know  the  articles  of  association,  and  he  cannot  com- 
l^lftin  of  anything  disclosed  by  them,  which,  if  he  does  amgloOrsbk 
JDot  know,  be  might  know  and  which  he  ought  to  know.    NAyioATiow 
^Kow,  in  this  case,  by  sections   129  and    130  of  the     Compaut 
^nrticles  of  association,  it  is  provided,  that  Mr.  Strfana$      L«>«"bd. 
^JXtmos  shall,  &c.  [see  ante,  p.  401.] 

Now  I  see  no  reason  to  complain  of  those  clauses ; 
#<>r  aught  I  know,  they  may  be  valuable  concessions, 
^pnd  I  think  the  evidence  has  established  that  both  con* 
^gcacioDS  were  obtained  by  Siefanos  Xenoa'  exertions, 
^^nd  assuming,  as  I  assume  the  fact  to  be,  that  SUfanoi 
^J^^mo$  possessed  the  requisite  knowledge,  and  that  he 
UTe  the  whole  of  his  time  to  the  concern,  the  remune- 
ution  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  excessive,  and,  above 
^m.  ]i),  it  is  openly  told  to  all  the  shareholders. 

Then,  by  clause  109,  a  remuneration  to  the  directors 
j^  given  in  addition  to  this  managing  director,  amount- 
^w^S  ^  8^000/.  a  year  between  them.  It  runs  thus: — 
^mm^xt  ante,  p.  401].  This  is  all  fair  and  open,  and  if  the 
f»«sl>/ic  think  fit  to  subscribe  to  companies,  conducted  on 
sm4c?h  terms  by  persons  receiving  such  a  remuneration,  it 
^^  ^I^eir  affair,  and  they  cannot  afterwards  complain. 
TIi^3jr  knew,  at  the  time  they  did  so,  that  4,200/.  was  to 
^^^  cl  ducted  out  of  the  nett  profits  before  any  dividend 
^'•^     to  be  paid. 

'^^ mat  the  evidence  before  me  discloses  a  further  state 

^^  ^K^ings,  which  was  not  disclosed  by  the  articles  of 

^^^^^^^ation,  and  which  had  not  previously  been  made 

^^^lic.     In  the  first  place,  Admiral  EllioU  was  to  re* 

^^^^  3,000/.  from  the  promoter,  and  he  has  actually 

^'^^Wed  it  in  paid«up  shares,  given  to  him   by  Mr. 

^^t/bnof  Xinoi  as  the  reward  of  his  assistance  in 

getting  • 
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1866.       getting  up  the  company,  and  for  lending  his  name  and 
^^^'^^^       services.     He   has  also   received  750/.   in  cash  from 

In  re. 

Avolo-Gecbk  Stefanos  Xenos,  which  is  said  to  have  been  for  mooey 
Navioatioh    gpent  and  for  the  time  he  bestowed  in  the  service  of  tbe^ 
CoMPAHT      company,  and  for  the  knowledge  he  possesses  in  nautici^^ 
Limited.      naaiters,  which  made  his  services  very  valoable,  and  aLT^ 
this  is  above  his  remuneration  for  what  be  had  doo^^ 
This  may  have  been  a  very  proper  payment  in  itseLip 
but  the  evil  is,  that  it  was  not  divulged  to  the  publK^^ 
who  are  asked  to  become  shareholders,  and  it  is  not     « 
fit  matter  as  between  directors  themselves.     In  tni%li, 
the  shareholders  were   not  injured    by   Mr.   Slifam^ 
Xenot  giving  to  Admiral  Elliott^  the  chairman,  ifXML 
of  his  own  money  and  out  of  his  own  paid-up  sharei^ 
rather  than  to  any  stranger,  which  he  might  have  done. 
That  is,  they  were  not  injured  by  the  payment  of  that 
money,  but  the  concealment  that  the  care  and  saper- 
intendence  of  the  interests  of  the  association  were  ooiy 
to  be  procured  by  such  means  makes  it  a  different  and 
serious  matter. 

Again,  300/.  was  paid  to  Mr.  Saxon,  another  director 
in  the  company,  this  was  also  paid  by  Mr.  Slefanoi 
Xenos ;  but  if  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos  could  afford  to  pay 
those  sums  out  of  moneys  paid  to  him  by  the  company 
for  the  concessions  which  he  had  made  over  to  them, 
and  which  it  is  proved  were  paid  out  of  money  that 
he  had  got  from  the  company,  then  it  was  the  com- 
pany  and  not  the  directors  who  ought  to  have  obtained 
the  benefit.    They  gave  a  larger  price  for  the  conces- 
sions than  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos  required,  and  the  surplus 
was  applied   in   bribing  persons  to  lend  their  namesi 
whom  the  public  supposed  to  be  induced  to  join  the 
company  solely  from  their  confidence  in  the  success  of 
the  undertaking  As  between  shareholders,  these  transac- 
tions would  have  been  nothing,  but,  as  between  directors, 

it 
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S  t  becomes  everything.    The  public  has  a  right  to  ex-        1866. 

'^Dect  that  the  directors,  who  have  lent  their  names  to  aD      ^  '"^ 

m  DBtitution  of  this  character,  have  carefully  considered  Amolo-Gree] 

*tt:he  chances  of  success  of  the  scheme  which  has  been    Navioatiow 

andTradikq 
sinnounced  to  the  public,  and  that  they  have,  after  much      Compaiit 

consideration,  sanctioned  it  as  favorable.     The  public      *^^"^^ 


\. 


sly  on  their  names,  they  rely  on  the  knowledge  they 
B,  and  judgment  and  capacity  of  the  gentlemen 
^^irho  have  become  directors.  But  where  the  directors 
^obtain  large  pecuniary  interest  in,  or  large  pecuniary 
^advantages  out  of,  the  concern,  not  mentioned  to  the 
-^public,  it  is  impossible  for  the  public  to  distinguish 
»tween  the  motives  which  have  induced  those  gentle- 
men  to  support  this  scheme,  or  to  ascertain  how  far 
ihey  may  depend  upon  the  directors'  belief  in  its  chance 
Df  success,  and  that  advantage  which  is  common  to  all 
arsons  who  are  shareholders,  as  distinguished  from 
"^hat  particular  advantage  or  benefit  derived  personally 
V^y  the  directors  themselves,  which  is  not  shared  in  by 
^^ny  of  the  members  of  the  association. 

Again,  as  regards  Stefams  Xenos,  another  and  one 

^^CDf  the  most  important  of  the  directors,  the  evidence 

^uliscloses  a  matter  which  the  Court  cannot  look  upon 

^^Pavourably.    The  project  was  one  which  peculiarly  re- 

^Ujoired  a  large  amount  of  ready  money  to  be  employed ; 

^■-nany  steamers  were  required  and  must  be  paid  for  in 

^CDrder  to  establish  the  association,  and  it  appears  that 

^^^ontracts  were  entered  into  for  the  purchase  of  five  or 

J^ix  steamers  for  100,000/.     These  contracts,  as  far  as 

^  can  judge,  were  very  properly  entered  into  with  cer- 

"^ain  ship-builders  by  Slefanos  Xenos*  brother,  Aristides 

^.JXenoB;  but  a  part  of  the  arrangement  was,  that  the 

brother  was  to  have  a  profit  of  10/.  per  cent,  upon  the 

*%.ransaGtion ;  that  he  was  to  receive  10,000/.  from  the 

Guilders,  in  jconsideration  of  their  being  employed  to 

build 
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1866.       build  steamers  to  the  amount  of  100,000/.,  aud  Sieft 
^"^^^^      Xenos  admits  that  he  was  to  ahare  in  that  profit 

In  re 
Akolo-Gseek 
*^A^"»ATioii       That  is  a  transaction  which  cannot  be  supported  u 

amdTradiiic  ,  t     .  0  i.  •• 

(*oMPAiiT  Ally  grounds.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  refer  to  thi 
LiMiTi»>  subject  more  in  detail.  I  have  often  bad  occatioa 
great  length  to  detail  the  principle  that  governs 
of  this  description.  In  the  case  of  Tke  York  €tnd  Ncrtl^:^ 
Midland  Railway  Company  ▼.  Hudson  (a),  I  did  nn^  jj 
allow  Mr.  Hudson^  one  of  the  directors,  who  bad  boogl^^^ 
iron  for  himself  and  re-sold  it  to  the  company  at 
market  price  after  it  had  risen  in  value,  to  retain 
profit  by  the  re-sale  to  the  company.  Upon  all 
occasions,  the  directors  are  bound  to  do  the  best  they  i 
for  the  company,  for  the  persons  who  are  their  eeHi^ 
que  trusty  and  no  director  can  make  a  profit  out  of  tl 
affairs  of  the  company,  except  such  profit  is  aekno^ 
ledged,  admitted  and  established  by  the  rules  of  ^ 
association. 

To  conduct  this  company  successfully  large  ca.l/s 
ought  to  have  been  made  on  the  shareholders,  in  ord  er 
to  enable  the  directors  to  conduct  the  business  with  a.Kij 
reasonable  chance  of  success.     But  how  was  this  morB^ 
obtained?     The  Railway  Finance  Company  took  4 CO 
shares  upon  these  terms  : — that  they  were  to  be  allovircd 
a  profit  of  10/.  per  cent  upon  the  amount  of  the  calls  ;   in 
other  words,  they  were  to  pay  nine*tenths  for  what  tw^fj 
other  shareholder  was  to  pay  ten-tenths;  and  they  were 
to  receive  the  same  profit  as  every  other  sharehdcier. 
This  10/.  per  cent,  was  paid  in  advance,  and  all  the  cal'i 
were  to  be  made  as  if  they  had  been  paid  up  in  full ;  Bnd 
accordingly,  upon  payment  of  10,000/.  by  the  railway 
company,  they   were    to   be  treated    as  having  pM 

2Q,O0OL 

(«)  BepoHtd  on  mnotkerpohU,  16  Bm».  485. 
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^JOQOLf  that  18  to  say,  having  paid  up  in  full  the  first       1866. 

11,  which  was  to  be  made  \n  advance.     In  addition  to      ^^^^^^^^ 

-^  hisy  a  commission  of  2)000/.  is  given  to  the  Imperial  amclcIorerk 

JFimatfce  Company  for  negotiating  the  taking  of  shares    Navigation 
.  ^       ,       .  ,  ^  ,  ,  .  akdTradiiio 

^nd  for  the  advance  of  money  made  to  this  association.       Oompaiit 

LmiTSD. 

I  repeat  that,  in  my  opinion^  there  was  a  fair  prospect 

of  success  under  a  proper  and  economical  management ; 

\>ot  if  this  system  is  to  be  pursued,  it  requires  but  very 

little  prophetic  power  to  foresee  that  this  company  will 

soon  appear  before  this  Court  in  a  condition  when  the 

order,  which  I  am  now  about  to  refuse  to  make,  will 

become  inevitable.    All  this  1  have  referred  to  for  this 

purpose  only : — with  reference  to  the  fifth  rule,  and  for 

the  purpose  of  considering  whether  this  company  is  in 

such  a  situation  that  the  Court  ought  to  wind  it  up«  for 

all  this  is  urged  as  a  ground  for  an  immediate  order  for 

winding  up  the  company,     I  repeat  again,  that  I  do  not 

so  consider  it     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  misconduct  of 

the  directors  and  manager  towards  the  shareholders 

may  be  the  subject  of  a  suit,  but  that  it  is  not  a  reason 

for  winding  up  the  company  until  that  mismanagement 

has  produced  insolvency,  which  is  very  far  from  being 

the  case  now.    There  are  no  debts  except  that  to  the 

ship^bailders,  and  some  others  which  seem  to  be  very 

small. 

Assuming  that  a  bill  would  lie  to  correct  all  these 
matters  which  I  have  mentioned,  and  assuming  that  the 
directors  could  be  compelled  to  restore,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  company,  the  moneys  they  have  received,  and 
that  the  shares  of  the  Railway  Finance  Company 
ought  to  be  cancelled,  or  some  alteration  made  in 
that  respect,  still  I  am  of  opinion  that  is  a  matter  for  a 
rait,  and  not  for  a  petition  for  winding  up ;  and  that 
there  is  no  ground  at  present  for  obtaining  an  order 

which 
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1866.        which  might  be  made  in  the  course  of  the  suit  to  wbicb 

'''^'^'^^^       I  have  referred.     I  see  much  that  may  be  proper  to 

AifGLo  Greek  reform,  but  I  see  nothing  which,  to  use  the  words  of 

Naviqatiom    the  act,  would  render  it  "just  and  equitable/'  in  the 

amdTradiko  n       ^.  ,  ,  .      t,  1 

CoMPAKT  present  state  of  affairs,  that  the  company  shoQld  be 
Limited.  wound  up;  nor  should  I,  as  indeed  1  stated  originally, 
have  gone  into  this  matter  so  much  in  detail,  but  for 
the  appearance  of  the  several  Respondents  to  meet  the 
charges  made  against  them  in  the  petition.  The  pelitioD 
must,  therefore,  be  dismissed  as  regards  the  company, 
and  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

But  I  have  now  to  consider  the  costs  of  the  variooa 
persons  who  have  appeared  as  Respondents  upon  iVk 
petition,  some  of  the  facts  relating  to  whom  I  have 
already  referred  to.  The  rule  I  have  always  followed 
has  been  this:  —if  shareholders  appear  to  support  or  to 
resist  a  petition  for  winding  up  a  company,  they  do  so 
at  their  own  cost.  But  if  a  personal  charge  is  made 
against  any  of  the  directors  or  against  any  member  of 
the  company  in  the  petition,  then  the  director  or  the 
member  of  the  company  so  assailed  is  entitled  to  appear 
separately,  and  if  the  case  against  him  fails,  the  Petitioner 
must  pay  the  costs.  That  is  the  general  rule  whicb  I 
have  made  and  have  always  followed :— that  the  Peti- 
tioner, having  made  such  a  charge  and  failed,  most 
pay  the  costs. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  enumerate  the  various  R^ 
spondents  who  appear,  and  consider  their  cases  MeriatiM. 
Mr.  Roberts  appears  for  shareholders  having  2,030 
shares  who  support  the  petition.  Among  those  for 
whom  he  appears  is  Count  Metaxa,  in  respect  to  whom 
it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  make  any  obser- 
vation further  than  this:— that  it  appears  to  be  princi- 
pally his  petition,  and  that  it  has  been  got  up  at  his 

instance. 
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instance.     The  PetitioDere  do  not  ask  for  costs,  and        1866. 

could  not,  if  they  did,  obtain  them.  ^-^v-^i^ 

In  re 
Amolo-Orbbk 
The  others  who  appear  to  oppose  the  petition  are : —    Navioatiok 

firsty  Mr.  Hemming,  who  appears  for  Mr.  Carnegie;     Company 

Mr.  Druce,  for  the  chairman   Admiral  JElliot ;    Mr.      Limited. 

Sauthgate,  who  appears  for  the  holders  of  5,120  shares 

(the  Imperial  Agency  975,  the  chairman  of  that  com-^ 

pany  25,  the  Railway  Finance   Company  4,000,  and 

Mr.  Fox  120);  then  Mr.  Homersham  Cox  appears  for 

Mr.  Mavrogordato  ;    Mr.  Bagshawe  appears  for   the 

builders  of  the  boats,  and  last  in  order  of  argument, 

but  one  of  the  most  important,  is  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos, 

wbo  appears  by  Mr.  Swanston. 

The  first  is  Mr.  Carnegie,  and  the  charge  against  him 
is  contained  in  the  15th  paragraph  of  the  petition,  and  it 
is  this: — ''Amongst  others,  there  appear  registered  in 
the  books  of  the  company  Emanuel  Mavrogordato  for 
900  shares  and  Alexander  Carnegie  for  600  shares,  each 
credited  with  21.  10«.  per  share  paid  thereon,  both  of 
those  persons  being,  in  fact,  nominees  of  the  said 
Sufanot  Xenos,  who  have  made  no  payment  whatever 
to  the  company  on  the  said  shares."  Now  this  is  not  a 
very  serious  charge  against  Mr.  Carnegie,  but  such  as  it 
is,  it  was  sufficient,  in  my  opinion,  to  justify  Mr.  Carnegie 
in  appearing  to  contradict  it  He  has  established  that  it 
was  wholly  without  foundation,  and  in  my  opinion,  he  is 
entitled  to  his  costs  of  this  petition,  but  his  costs  should 
be  confined  to  his  defence  of  this  charge. 

Admiral  Elliot  is  the  next,  and  the  charges  against 
him  are  these:— the  4th  and  5th  paragraph  of  the  peti- 
tion mast  be  read  together:  ''4.  The  company  was  pro* 
moted  by  Stefanos  Xenos,  with  the  view  and  objects 
solely,  as  your  Petitioners  believe,  of  obtaining  from  the 

company 


414  OLSB  a  CHASCEET. 


l^OS.       campukj  a  br^c  mm  of  moacr  far  copceMJooi  alkgdl 
to  have  been  cbuined  brkim.  Ice"  [see  dO^  pi  400.] 


I«r« 


^Art^ATMm  I  mm  of  opmioa  diat  the  4tb  paneriph  b  difpiovd, 
C««PA*v  that  is  to  saT,  it  was  aot  a  nere  fravdolent  scbeaM  uid 
^  the  coocewioDS  had  an  actoal  existence,  and  it  woiU 
therelbre  fallow  that  the  charge  of  collnsioii  ii  ditpiDfed. 
If  it  had  rested  there,  I  shooM  certainly  hare  giftn 
Admiral  EUioi  his  costs :  bat  the  fact  of  the  oootitet 
far  the  payment  of  3fi00Ly  which  was  not  known  to 
the  shareholders,  and  the  farther  payment  of  750/.,  are 
prored,  and  I  regret  to  say,  that  I  cannot,  in  such  cue, 
where  there  has  not  been  perfect  openness  to  the  ahiie* 
holders,  upon  a  transaction  of  so  much  importsnce  and 
certainly  rery  fit  to  be  inqoired  into,  gire  him  bis  coits. 

It  is  also  to  be  obsenred,  that  no  access  was  giieo 
to  the  Petitioners  to  any  of  the  books  of  the  oom* 
pany,  by  which  they  seek  to  support  these  cbtrgei. 
It  is  said  that  this  discorery  was  only  sought  for  the 
purpose  of  making  charges  and   for  the  purpote  of 
endeavouring   to    support    this    petition*      Now,  so* 
doubtediy,  this  is  very  likely  to  be  true,  but  there  ought 
to  be  nothing  to  be  coucealed  in  the  books,  nothiDg 
which  cannot  be  made  public,  and  nothing  whidi  thi 
shareholders  could  find  fault  with.    Concealment  alwayi 
does  harm,  and  if  the  Petitioners  had  had  the  whole  of  the 
books  and  papers  laid  open  to  them,  they  might,  poMiUyi 
never  have  presented  this  petition  or  carried  on  these  ])ro- 
ceedings.     But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  if  the  chaigei 
made  by  them  had  beeo  retained  in  the  petition  after  fall 
inspection  of  the  books  of  the  company,  it  would  hsfe 
been  a  much  more  serious  matter,  and  would  have  beeo 
visited  by  me  much  more  severely.   If  the  allegation  that 
the  concessions  had  no  actual  existence  and  tliat  this  was 
a  scheme  to  put  money  into  the  pocket  of  Mr.  Sufamm 

XenM 
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If  bftd  been  omitted,  the  rest  of  the  6tb  paragraph        1866. 
d  have  been  a  sufficieot  charge.     I  caDnot  therefore      ^-^^v^^ 

AdniFal  EUioi  his  costs  of  this  petition.  AnoLo-Gm^Ex 

Nayioatmmi 

;aiD8t  the  Railway  Finance  Company^  the  Imperial     Compamt 

\ey  Company  and  Mr.  Jencken  there  is  no  charge      Limitbo. 

ever  made  by  the  petition,  and  I  think,  therefore, 

they  were  not  justified  in  appearing.     It  is  true,  that 

le  of  the  affidavits,  a  charge  is  made  respecting  the 

way  Finance  Company  to  the  effect  that  it  was  a 

le  company,  which,  in  my  opinion,  has  been  wholly 

oved,  as  far  as  there  is  evidence  before  me;  but  they 

ared  before  this  charge  was  made,  and  they  only 

p  of  it  because  they  made  themselves  Respondents 

\e  petition.     This  besides  was  another  and  a  col- 

Eil  issue,  which  it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to 

itigate,  and   one   which    is   wholly  immaterial   as 

"da  the  order  asked  by  this  petition  to  wind  up  the 

lo^  Greek  Company. 

16  charge  against  Mr.  Fox  is  of  a  very,  diflerent 
iCter.  He  is  charged  with  having  received  500/. 
Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos  for  supporting  his  scheme, 
h  is  disproved,  and,  in  my  opinion,  he  must  have 
K>8t8«  This  was  a  charge  of  a  serious  character, 
b  entitled  him  to  appear  and  resist.  As,  how- 
be  has  appeared  in  company  with  three  othera, 
3not  give  him  more  than  his  share  of  the  costs.  I 
lot  mean  to  give  him  the  whole  cost,  but  his  share 
,  in  the  same  way  as  he  would  bear  them  if  no  costa 
been  given. 

le  charge  against  Mr.  Mavrogardato  I  have  read; 
that  he  had  900  shares,  each  credited  with  2/.  10«. 
share  paid  thereon,  when,  in  fact,  he  was  the 
inee  of  Stefanoi  Xenoi,  and  had  made  no  pjBjy- 

ment 
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ISQ6.       m^Dt  whatever  on  those  shares.    This  tarns  cot  to  be 

^'-^-'^-^      correct    literally,   but   not    substantially.      It  is  lru« 

AnoloGkeek  nothing   has  been   paid  on  those  shares,  but  that  ii 

Navioatioh    explained,    by   the   fact   that   the   company  were  in- 
andTradino    ,!,  ,.  ,.  ,  iii-i. 

Company     debted  to  him  as  their  agent,  and  employed  him  for 

Limited,      various  purposes  in  the  Levant,  for  which  they  wouU 

have  had  to  pay  him.      1  do  not  think   that  voold 

entitle  him  to  a  separate  appearance,  his  defence  voaM 

have  been  involved  in  that  of  the  company,  whose  ageot 

he  was. 

The  case  of  Mr.  Carnegie  is  different,  because  not 
only  he  was  not  one  of  the  directors  of  the  compaDy 
or  connected  with  it  as  agent  in  any  way,  except  as  a 
shareholder,  but  there  was  not  a  semblance  of  truth  in 
his  case,  which  is  not  the  case  with  respect  to  Math 
rogordatOf  and  I  am  of  opinion  I  can  give  no  costs  to 
Mr.  Mavrogordaio* 

No  charge  whatever  is  made  by  the  Petitioners  against 
the  builders  of  the  boats,  and  they  appear  to  support  the 
company  simpliciter.  They  must,  therefore,  pay  their 
own  costs. 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos,  the  charge  is 
unquestionably  of  a  very  serious  nature.  The  charge 
is :— that  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos  promoted  the  company 
**  with  the  view  and  object  solely,  as  they  believe,  of 
obtaining  from  the  company  a  large  sum  of  money 
for  certain  alleged  concessions,  **  which  concessions  the 
Petitioners  believe  had  no  actual  existence.'' 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  contrary  is  distinctly  proved, 
and  that  he  had  concessions  from  the  Greek  government, 
giving  privileges  in  Greek  ports,  and  that  he  had  a  con- 
cession from  the  Greek  merchants  for  their  support. 
He  produced  the  document  in  Court. 

Now 
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Now  this  18  so  serious  and  so  direct  a  charge  of  fraud,        1866. 
ihat  I  hesitated  for  a  very  long  time  whether  I  should       ^-^v-^^^ 
not  allow  him  his  costs  of  meeting  that  charge,  which,  AhgloJ^Giikbk 
in  my  opinion,  is  wholly  disproved ;  but  then  the  facts    Navioatiom 
which  have  been  established  of  the  agreements  with  the      Company 
shipbuilders,  the  payments  to  Admiral  Elliot  and  Mr.      Limited. 
Saxon,  none  of  which  facts  were  disclosed  to  the  public, 
and  the  withholding  of  all  information  from  the  Peti- 
tioners, have  compelled  me  to  say,  that  to  entitle  any 
directors,  and,  above  all,  a  managing  director,  to  his 
^'osts  in  such  a  case,  he  must  appear  unsullied  by  any 
"transaction  he  has  entered  into,  and  be  able  to  shew 
^bat  he  obtained  no  benefit  at  all  from  any  of  those 
vnatters,  unless  it  has   been    openly  disclosed   to  the 
1>ublic.     I  cannot,  therefore,  with   propriety,  give  any 
^osts  to  Mr.  Stefanos  Xenos. 

I  wish  I  could  now  part  with  this  case,  with  which  I 
Slave  little  further  to  do,  except  to  express  dissatisfaction 
"^Dirith  almost  everybody,  and  with  all  the  proceedings  from 
"ik>eginning  to  end,  but  I  must  still  make  some  obser- 
""^ations  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  my  dissatisfaction 
^at  the  mode  in  which  the  petition  has  been  got  up,  and 
S  n  which  it  has  been  launched  in  the  first  instance,  and 
regret  that  a  gentleman,  in  the  position  of  the  Peti- 
ioner,  should  have  thought  he  had  sufficiently  dis- 
charged his  duty  by  making  an  affidavit  of  his  belief  of 
he  truth  of  the  contents  of  the  petition,  which  he  had 
iever  read,  and  the  statements  in  which  he  took  en- 
irely  upon  trust,  statements  of  his  solicitor  which  he 
as  wholly  ignorant  of,  and  which  he  had  neither  read 
imself  nor  had  heard  read  to  him.  In  truth,  he  seems  to 
ave  acted  for  another  throughout  the  whole  of  this 
caatter,  to  have  been  very  indifferent  upon  the  subject, 
V)d  to  have  treated  it  as  an  ordinary  matter,  in  regard 
i=>  which  he  was  to  do  whatever  he  was  told.  In  my 
VOL.  XXXV — III.  K  B  opinion. 
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1866.       opinion,  that  is  not  justifiable,  and  no  care  can  be  too 

^■^^^'^^      great,  where  an  oath  is  to  be  made  of  belief  in  the 

Anglo-Oreek  statements  mentioned  in  a  document,  in  ascertaining  tbeir 

Navigation    truth.     I  have  no  doubt  he  was  ready  and  willing  to 
AND  Trading   ,    ,.  ,  .         ,  ,11.  .,.   . 

Company      believe  every thmg  that  was  told  him,  still,  m  my  opinion, 

Limited,      jjg  ought  to  have  ascertained  it  carefully  and  fully.   In 

my  opinion,  also,  the  solicitor  who  appeared  for  bim 

ought  not  to  have  allowed  his  client  to  make  such  an 

afiidavit,  without  having  first  taken  care  that  his  client 

well  knew  all  that  was  stated  in  the  petition  itself,  and 

without  also  informing  his  client  why  he  called  on  him 

to  say  he  believed  the  truth  of  the  facts  narrated  by  the 

solicitor,  of  which  he,  the  client,  was  not  personally 

aware. 

The  final  result  of  the  whole  is,  that  the  petition  is 
dismissed  with  costs  against  the  company,  Mr.  Carnegie, 
and  Mr.  Fox,  but  without  costs  as  regards  all  the  other 
Respondents. 


Note. — Subsequently,  a  judgment  for  a  very  lai^ge  amonnt  wm 
obtained  against  the  company,  which,  remaining  unsatisfied,  the 
Court,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1866,  ordered  this  compaoy  to  be 
wound  up. 
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Re  THE  ANGLO-GREEK  STEAM  NAVIGATION 

AND  TRADING  COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

(No.  2.) 

May  3. 

A     PETITION   being  dismissed  with  costs  (a),  the  Petitioners 
"^^     Petitioners  neglected   to  file  the  petition,   and,  fiff  the  petition 

upon  an  application  beine  made  to  them,  they  said  that  and  had  lost  it. 
.'  .     y  ^  ^  Ontheappli- 

It  was  lost,  cation  of  the 

Respondents, 
libeftv  was 
Mr.  Jessel,  Tor  the  Respondents,  applied  for  leave  to  given  to  file  a 

file  a  copy  of  the  petition,  and    that  the   Petitioners  pXtion°e«*^* 

might  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.  were  ordered 

to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  appli- 
Mr.  Roberts,  contra,  said  that  the  application  to  the  cation. 

Court  was  unnecessary,  as  the  Petitioners  would  have 

consented  to  the  order. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  must  give  the  Respondents  liberty  to  file  a  copy  of 
the  petition,  and  the  Petitioners  must  pay  the  costs  of 
the  application.  That  is  the  proper  form  of  order;  I 
Lave  made  such  orders  before  (&). 

The  Petitioners  have  lost  the  petition,  and  have 
obliged  the  Respondents  to  make  this  application  to 
the  Court.  The  Petitioners,  who  have  caused  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  application,  must  pay  the  costs  of  it. 

(a)  Jn/«,  p.  418.  4-  Cr.  360;  Re  Devonshire,  32 

(6)  Andrews  T.lValion,  1  M^L       Beav,  241. 
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1866. 


COPE  V.  HENSHAW. 

rpHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1838,  defised  and 
bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees 
in  trust  to  convert  and  invest  and  pay  the  income  to  bis 
wife  for  life,  and  he  proceeded  as  follows  : — 

**  And  from  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  interest  and  dividends  of  the  said  trust  moneys, 
vided  amongst  stocks,  funds  and  securities  unto  and  equally  between 
their  children  ^y  brothers  and  sisters  following,  that  is  to  say, /oA* 
Worsey,  Nathaniel  Worsey,  Ann  the  wife  of  Joseph  Dayt 
Mary  the  wife  of  William  Shutty  Sarah  the  wife  of 
Thomas  Cope,  Ellen  the  wife  of  William  Worsey,  and 
Elizabeth  the  wife  of  Joseph  Eccles,  for  and  during  their 
several  and  respective  lives  in  equal  shares  and  propor- 
tions ;  and  from  and  after  their  deceases  and  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  them,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  divide 
"  and  after  the  the  said  trust  moneys,  stocks,  funds  and  securities  unto 
tlie  wTvivor  ^"^  between  all  and  every  the  children  and  child  of  my 
of  them,"  gaid  brothers  and  sisters  who  shall  be  living  at  the 
children  per"  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  my  said  brothers  and 
capita,— Held,  sisters,  and  the  issue  of  such  children  or  child  as  shall 
that  the  words  ,        ,  ,       ,    .  i        .      i.  •         i     l  *  « 

**  from  and       be  then  dead,  m  manner  heremafter  mentioned,  that  is 

to  say,  that  on  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  my  said 
brothers  and  sisters,  the  said  trust  moneys,  stocks,  funds 
and  securities  shall  be  divided  into  seven  equal  shares, 
and  the  children  or  child  of  each  one  of  my  said 
brothers  and  sisters  shall  have  and  be  entitled  toone- 


Mar.U. 
Apr.M. 

By  a  will,  the 
residue  was 
given  to  seven 
persons  as 
tenants  in 
common  for 
life,  and  on 
the  death  of 
the  survivor 


then  living 
per  tlirpei. 
By  a  codicil, 
the  gift  to  the 
children  was 
revoked,  and 
the  residue  wus 
to  be  divided 
"from  and 
after  the  seve- 
ral deceases" 
of  the  seven, 


after,"  &c., 
were  to  be 
read  disjunc- 
tively, and 
that,  on  the 
death  of  any 
of  the  seven, 
one-seventh 
was  divisible 
amongst  chil- 
dren of  the 
seven  per  capita. 


seventh  share  of  the  said  trust  moneys  equally  to  be 

divided 

jven  per  capita. 

By  his  will,  the  testator  gave  his  residue  amongst  his  nephews  and  nieces,  excluding 
•*JoA«"  ShtUt,  By  a  codicil,  he  varied  the  limitation  to  this  class,  and  cxcludw 
"  William"  Shutt  ••as  in  his  said  will  was  directed."  Held,  that  the  exclusion  wu 
void  for  uncertainty,  and  that  they  both  took  a  share. 
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divided  between  theiDy  it  being  my  intention  that  the  1866. 
children  and  issue  of  my  said  brothers  and  sisters  shall 
take  per  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita.  Provided  never- 
theless, and  1  do  hereby  direct,  that  my  nephew  John 
Shutt  and  my  niece  Sophia  Shutt  be  excluded  from  any 
beneGt  arising  Trom  or  any  participations  in  the  said 
Lrast  moneys,  stocks,  funds  and  securities,  either  as 
children  of  my  sister,  taking  under  the  before-mentioned 
bequest,  or  from  any  interest  they  may  become  entitled 
to  by  accruer  or  survivorship." 

On  the  22nd  of  May,  1 840,  the  testator  made  a  codicil 
to  his  will,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  by  his  said  will 
he  had  given  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  trust 
moneys  and  estate,  after  certain  events  therein  named, 
unto  and  equally  between  the  children  of  his  brothers 
and  sisters,  &c.,  &c.,  he  proceeded  in  the  following 
words : — 

**  Now  I  do  hereby  revoke  this  bequest,  and  do  direct 
my  trustees  hereinafter  named  to  divide  the  said  residue 
of  my  trust  moneys  and  personal  estate,  from  and  afler 
the  several  deceases  of  my  brothers  and  sisters,  to  whom 
the  interest  is  bequeathed  for  their  respective  lives  by 
my  said  will,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
them,  unto  and  equally  between  the  children  of  my  said 
brothers  and  sisters,  namely,  John  Worsey,  Nathaniel 
Worsey,  Ann  the  wife  of  Joseph  Day,  Mary  the  wife  of 
William  Shutt,  Sarah  the  wife  of  Thomas  Cope,  Ellen 
the  wife  of  William  Worsey,  and  Elizabeth  the  wife  of 
Joseph  Eecles,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  excluding 
nevertheless  thereout,  as  in  my  said  will  is  directed,  my 
nephew  William  Shutt  and  my  niece  Sophia  Shutt,  it 
being  my  will  and  intention  each  child  of  any  brother 
or  sister  should  take  an  equal  share  with  the  others,  and 
not  their  parent's  share,  as  directed  by  my  said  will ;  and 
it  is  my  will  and  intention  that  the  husband  of  any  one 

of 
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!%&       ^f  ^J  ^^  SBten,  who  shall  sairiTe  his  wife,  shall     be 

^•^^^•^^      entitled  to  her  share  tor  his  life-* 
Core 

HxsssAv.         The  tesUtor  died  io  H46,  aad  hb  widow  in  1852. 

Xaikamel  Wanty^  who  was  the  sarriror  of  the 
brothers  and  sisters,  died  in  1861,  and  there  were  fe^rty. 
four  nephews  and  nieces  liring  at  his  death. 

Thomas  Cope  and  WUIiam  Wotnty^  the  hnsbancTs  of 
two  of  the  testator's  sisters,  sarrired  their  wives. 

EOen  the  wife  of  William  Warsey  died  in  1839,  be- 
tween the  dates  of  the  will  and  the  codicil. 

The  following  four  questions  arose  on  this  will  and 
codicil : — First  Whether  the  estate  of  the  testator  was 
to  be  divided  into  seven-sevenths,  one  of  which  was  lo 
be  distributed  on  the  respective  deaths  of  each  of  the 
testator  8  brothers  and  sisters,  or  whether  it  was  a  gii^ 
in  joint  tenancy  amongst  them,  so  that  no  distribution 
was  to  take  place  until  the  death  of  the  survivor. 

Secondly.  Whether  the  class  to  take  was  limited  to 
those  who  survived  the  survivor  of  the  brothers  and 
sisters,  or  whether  all  the  children  of  the  brothers  and 
sisters  took  vested  interests  on  their  births. 

Thirdly.  Whether  William  Worsey,  the  last  surviving 
husband  of  the  sister  of  the  testator,  took  the  whole 
property  during  his  life ;  or,  if  not,  whether  he  took  any 
and  what  portion  of  it. 

And  fourthly.  Whether  the  nephews  John  ShtUt  and 

William  Shutt,  or  either  of  them,  were  or  was  excluded 

from  taking  any  benefit  under  this  will  and  codicil* 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs, the  trustees,  stated  the  case,  and  in  regard  to  the 
question  of  uncertainty  referred  to  Drake  v.  Drake  (a). 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Rendall  for  children,  argued 
that  on  the  death  of  any  of  the  tenants  for  life  his  share 
became  divisible  amongst  the  class. 

Mr.  HohhoiisetinA  Mr.  Cracknallj  for  the  husband  who 
survived  his  wife,  argued  that  the  husband  was  placed 
in  the  same  situation  as  the  deceased  wife,  and  that 
as  the  fund  was  not  divisible  until  the  death  of  the  sur- 
viving brother  or  sister,  the  income,  until  that  event, 
was  divisible  amongst  the  brothers  and  sisters  then 
living,  either  under  an  implied  gift  or  in  right  of  survivor- 
ship incident  to  a  joint  tenancy.  That  the  husband  was 
entitled  to  a  share  in  the  whole  income;  Hawkins  on 
WiUs(b);Jarman  on  Wilh{c);  Armstrong  v.  Eldridge{d); 
Tuckerman  v.  Jefferies{e);  Pearce  v.  Edmeades(f)\ 
Cranswick  v.  Pearson  (g). 

Mr.  Bird  for  Jokn  Shutt,  In  the  direction  for  the 
exclusion  contained  in  the  codicil,  the  words  ''as  directed 
by  my  said  will "  have  reference  not  to  the  person  but  to 
the  manner  of  exclusion,  and  William  is  substituted  for 
John.  Instead  of  repeating  the  long  proviso  in  the  will, 
the  testator  effects  his  object  by  a  reference. 

Mr.  Rowcliffe,  for  other  parties,  observed  that  the  gift 
to  the  **  issue"  of  deceased  children  had  not  been  revoked 
by  the  codicil. 


Tke 


(fl)  25  Beav.  641,  and  8  H.  of  (d)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  215. 
L.  Cos.  172.  (e)  3  Bac.  Ab.  681. 

(6)  Pages  269,  245.  {J)  ST.*  ColL  24G. 
(c)  Ck.  JvU.  p.  476  {Ut  edit.)  (g)  31  Beav.  624. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  will 
and  the  four  questions^  said, — 

On  this  there  is  no  doubt,  that,  under  the  will  alone, 
those  children  alone  who  survived  the  last  tenant  for 
life  take,  and  they  take  per  stirpes^  and  that  John  Shvtt 
is  excluded  and  that  the  husbands  of  the  daughters  take 
nothing. 

The  codicil  raises  all  the  four  questions.  Now  it  is 
to  be  observed  that,  by  the  codicil,  the  testator  revoke:^ 
the  former  bequest  to  the  children,  and  consequently, 
the  will  can  only  be  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  in  what  sense  the  testator  used  particular  ex- 
pressions which  he  employed  in  the  codicil. 

I  think  the  words  "after  the  several  deceases  of  roy 
brothers  and  sisters,"  &c.  and  "after  the  deceases  of  the 
survivors  of  them"  must  be  read  disjunctively,  and  that 
each  share  is  divisible,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  fur 
life  of  that  share,  amongst  the  persons  then  entitled.  The 
previous  gift  in  the  will  gives  the  brothers  and  sisters 
separate  estates  or  one-seventh  each  as  tenants  in 
common;  this  codicil  makes  each  one-seventh  share 
divisible  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  that  particular 
share.  I  read  the  will  and  codicil  together,  exactly  as 
I  should  do  the  will  alone,  if  the  whole  of  the  gift  that 
follows  the  words  "  in  equal  shares  and  proportions**  in 
the  will  had  been  expunged  and  the  words  in  the  codicil 
substituted  for  them,  excepting  the  passage  relating  to 
John  Shutt  in  the  will  and  that  relating  to  William 
Shutt  in  the  codicil.  So  reading  it,  it  appears  to  me  to  ^ 
be  clear  that  each  share  is  divisible  upon  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life  of  that  share. 

The  consequence  that  follows  from  this  is,  that  every 

child, 
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child,  or,  in  other  words,  every  nephew  and  niece,  on  its 
birth,  took  a  vested  interest,  and  that  the  class  of  takers 
>r  each  share  is  ascertained  on  the  death  of  the  tenant 
*or  life  of  that  share,  all  of  whom  take  per  capita. 

Not  only  does  this  appear  to  me  to  be  the  plain  mean- 
ng  of  the  words,  but  there  is  another  circumstance  which 
leads  me  to  a  confirmation  of  this  conclusion,  which  is 
his: — that  one  of  the  testator's  sisters,  Mrs.  William 
Worsejf,  died  in  the  interval  between  the  will  and  the 
^icil.  The  testator  must  have  known  this,  and  he 
hereupon  introduces  a  direction  that  the  husband  who 
(hould  survive  his  wife  should  be  entitled  to  her  share 
i>r  life.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  direction  that  WUliam 
Wiorsey,  whose  wife  was  already  dead  when  the  codicil 
Kf2LB  executed,  should  take,  for  his  life,  the  one-seventh 
(hare  which  his  wife  would  have  taken  had  she  survived 
he  testator.  The  period  of  distribution  of  this  share, 
Jierefore,  is  postponed  till  the  decease  of  William  Worsey^ 
>ut  the  period  of  distribution  of  each  of  the  other  shares 
s  on  the  death  of  each  brother  or  sister. 

The  contention  that  the  brothers  and  sisters  took  as 
oiot  tenants,  or  rather  that  the  share  of  each  one  that 
]ied  survived  to  the  other,  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  capable 
)f  being  supported;  it  is  contrary  to  the  express  words 
>f  the  will  yd  codicil,  and  is  contrary  to  the  scope  and 
>bject  of  them  as  forming  one  testamentary  instrument. 

I  think  that  the  words  of  the  codicil  respecting 
William  Shutt  annul  the  meaning  of  the  will  respecting 
Tohn  Shuttf  and  that  the  words  '^  excluding  nevertheless 
:bereout  as  in  my  will  is  directed  my  nephew  William 
Shutt,'*  renders  the  whole  void  for  uncertainty. 

I  will  accordingly  make  the  declaration  following : — 
As  to  the  first  question,  I  declare  that  the  estate  of  the 

testator 


Z3SXS  3S  CHA3SCEET. 

l^jgg^  iSiKkTi^ir  »  IT  2#i  zbrixz  'zr.o  ftpi-flK^erenthSy  one-seventh 
ir  v'liiia  » i:  b^  iBscTtirLH  ob  the  death  of  WilUam 
^^iTT^^  mil  rii?  -CMT  «iK-4e«-ectli5  oo  the  respective 
^"icii^  ir  eift^L  rncjksr  ^z.»d  s^s^er  of  the  testator,  and 
rxoc  ixii  rscr'nriiia  ikks  z>.i:ee  between  all  the  children 
zr  il  -^  trrcier^  amti  fillers  then  mlire  and  the  1^1 
z&^iniL.  r^cr^SiSiutrxes  ci  each  of  such  children  as  have 
c'ed  soce  i2&  zaxzSt  zi  t2>e  tes^lator,  such  children  and 
r-cr^sen-uri-i  t±i5:3r  pw  cspsia;  that  is,  the  represenla- 
r^^s  Id  J  ru;r=i£  zlus:  i&kTe  wLach  the  child  they  represent 
«r:iiJii  iaLT>t  iu£i  if  jt3§. 

As  :r  ths:  seccoi  qaectko,  vhich  is  involred  in  tlie 
£.*^  I2e  dfciarxiSsa  wil!  be,  that  there  is  no  snrvivorship 
betTTSi  lie  ceE:ai::s  isc  Sife  of  the  rarious  shares. 

A«  to  t!»e  th?rd  q^sestioii,  the  declaration  wilt  be,  that 
WkJism  ITtiTVCj  takes  cce-serenth  for  his  life,  and  that 
oa  hs  decease  that  oce-seTeoth  will  be  distribated 
aoxKsgst  all  the  children  cf  the  deceased  brothers  and 
sktefs  dKn  aliTe  aod  the  legal  personal  representatives 
of  such  of  them  as  may  be  then  dead  since  the  death  of 
the  testator,  such  children  taking  per  capita  and  the  re- ' 
presentatiTes  the  share  which  the  deceased  child  would 
hare  taken  if  liring. 

As  to  the  fourth,  that  the  directions  res|Secting  Joh» 
and  William  Skuii  are  Toid  for  nncertainty,  and  that 
they  both  take  vested  interests  in  reversion  in  the  shares 
so  given  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  and  to  WUHom 
IVorsey  for  their  respective  lives. 


T 
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Fc6.19,20,2I, 

BOVILL  V.  GOODIER.  22.  23.  26. 

Jpr.  18. 

HE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  restrain  the  infringe-  The  distinction 
ment  of  a  patent,  and  to  recover  the  amount  of  [ha^t^wiiere'the 

proBts  made  by  the  use  of  it.  validity  of  a 

patent  has  not 
been  the  sub- 

On  the  6th  of  June,   1849,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  jeg^i^'pr^c^^^^^ 

letters-patent  for  certain  improvements  for  the  manu-  ing«,  the 

facture  of  wheat  and  other  grain  into  meal  and  flour,  p^ve  its  va-* 

These  improvements  are  detailed   in  the  specification  ||^^*y  at  law, 

[post J  p.  431];  but  the  substantial  object  of  the  in-  Court  of 

vention  was,  to  get  rid  of  the  clamminess  or  pastyness  ^^^}^y  J^.*'^ 
'        o  *        J  protect  him ; 

of  the  meal  caused  by  the  heat  produced  by  the  friction  but  having 
in  grinding;  and,  secondly,  to  separate  the  dust  or  stive  Hshed^ts  va- 
in the  air  drawn  through  the  surfaces  of  the  millstones,  lidity,  then 
which  affected  the  cleanliness  of  the  mill  and  the  health  Equity  will 

of  the  workmen,  and  also  occasioned  the  loss  of  the  ^^^[^^  1^»"> 

against  any 

small  particles  of  flour.  other  person 

until  that  per- 
son proves  its 

The  Plaintiff  had  been  engaged  in  extensive  litigation  ">^"d>^y« 

in  the  defence  of  his  patent.     In  July ,  1856,  he  had  established  the 

brought  an  action  against  Keyworih  for  an  infringe-  patent^in  w/* 

ment  of  it,  and  had  obtained  a  verdict.     In  this  action  action  against 

(Bovillv,  Keyworth)  Lord  Campbell  had  certified  that  in  a  subsequent 

the  validity  of  the  patent  had  come  in  question  and  was  *"'^  ^y  ^^® 
J  ^  ^  patentee 

proved,  against  CD., 
that  C.  D.  was 
not  concluded  by  the  proceedings  at  law,  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  and  that  be 
was  not  to  be  driven  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  patent  by  icirefociat. 

After  a  patentee  had  established  his  patent  as  against  one  person  at  law,  he  insti- 
tuted proceedings  for  an  infringement  aeainst  another  in  equity.  The  Court  granted 
the  Defendant  an  issue  as  to  the  uovelty  of  the  invention,  but  refused  it  as  to  the 
utility  of  the  invention  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  specification,  holding  that  the  utility 
was  not  contested  or  had  been  proved  in  the  suit,  and  that  the  sufficiency  of  the 
specification  bad  been  already  decided  in  the  action  at  law,  a  decision  in  which  this 
Court,  so  far  as  it  was  matter  of  law  not  depending  on  the  novelty  of  the  invention, 
concuned. 
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1866.  proved.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  1856,  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained by  Keywcrth  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  Defendant  or  a  nonsait,  or  to  bate  t 
new  trial.  This  rule  was  discharged  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  after  full  argument,  on  the  28th  of 
Majfy  1857  ;  see  Borill  v.  Keyuxjrth  (a).  In  1857,  the 
Attorney-General  declined  granting  a  writ  o(  scire  fadas 
to  repeal  the  patent,  and  in  June^  1863,  the  Prify 
Council  extended  the  patent  for  five  years,  after  a 
strenuous  opposition  on  the  part  of  some  millers;  but 
in  which  the  present  Defendant  took  no  part. 

The  Defendant  by  his  answer  disputed  the  validity  of 
the  patent,  and  alleged  that  he  had  not  infringed  it 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Grove,  Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.  Hindmarch^  Mr. 
Druce  and  Mr.  Aston,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  the 
Plaintiff  having  established  the  validity  of  his  patent  at 
law,  and  overcome  all  opposition  before  the  Attorney- 
General  and  the  Privy  Council,  the  Court  would  act 
upon  it 

They  cited  De  la  Rue  v.  Dickinson  (6) ;  LisUr  ▼• 
Leather {c);  Bovill  v.  Keyworth{a)  ;  Betts  v.  Menzies(d)\ 
Hills  V.  The  London  Gas  Company  (e) ;  Davenport  v. 
Goldberg  (f) ;  Foxwell  v.  Webster  (g);  Neilson  v.  Har- 
ford (h). 

Sir  R,  Palmer  (Attorney-General),  Mr.  Selicyn,  Mr. 

LUlk 

(a)  7  Ell.  Sc  B.  725.  (  n  2  Hem.  ^  M.  282. 

(6)  Ibid.  738;    3   Kai/  4  J.           (g)  3  N.  R.  180,  and  9  hr- 

38S.  (N.S.)  1183. 

(e)  8  Ell.  Se  B.  1004.  (h)   Websfns  Pat.  Cffi.331; 

id)  \0  H.qfL.  Cat.  117.  and  8  CI.  ^  Fin.  726. 
(e;  5  Hurls.  ^  Nor.  312. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  429 

LUlle  and  Mr.  Watkin  Williams  argued  that  the  patent  1866. 

was  invalid,  and  that  the  present  Defendant  was  in  no  "^"^^ 
way  bound  by  the  prior  proceedings  to  which  he  was 


BOVILL 
V. 


not  a  party.  Goodier. 

They  cited  Lang  v.  Gisbome  (a)  ;  Hindmarch  on 
Patents  (6) ;  Liardet  v.  Johnson  (c) ;  Crossley  v,  Be- 
verley {d)i  BetCs  Patentee);  Bridson  v.  Benecke (f) ; 
Newally.  Wilson  {g);  Crosshillv.  Tuxford{h);  Crosskill 
V.  JEvortf  (i) ;  Davenport  v.  Ooldberg  (A) ;  Newall  v. 
£lliott  (/)  ;  Spence's  Patent  (m)  ;  Hindmarch  on  Pa^ 
tents  (n) ;  Russell  v.  Barnsley  (o)  ;  Hills  v.  Evans  (p) ; 
Woodcraft's  Patent  {q) ;  HilCs  Patent  (r). 

Mr.  Grove,  in  reply,  referred  to  Lister  v.  Eastwood  (s). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  suit  is  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff  to  restrain  the  Apr.  18. 
Defendant  from  infringing  a  patent,  obtained  by  the 
Plaintiff  for  improving  the  grinding  of  flour,  for  collect- 
ing and  utilizing  the  stive  or  small  particles  of  flour, 
which  formerly  was  almost  all  lost,  and  occasionally  or 
generally  created  an  injurious  dust  in  the  body  of  the 
mill  itself.  The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  contests  both 
the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent  and  also  the  fact  of 
the  infringement  of  it  by  him  the  Defendant. 

The  history  of  the  Plaintiff's  invention  is  an  instance 

of 

(a)  31  Bfoo.  133.  (Jk)  2  Hem.  if  M.  282. 

(6)  Page  108.  (/)  1  hurl.  Sf  C  797. 

(c)  Webster,  P.  C.  53.  (w)  S  De  G.i^  J.  523. 

(d)  Ibid.  106.  (n)  Page  306. 

(e)  1  MfH)re,P.C.  C.fN.S.)i9.  (o)  Webster,  P.  C.  472. 
W)  12  Beav.  1.  (p)  31  Law  J.  (CA.)  457. 

ig)  2  De  G.,  M.  ^  0.  282.  <g)  10  Jur.  (Q.  S.)  363. 

ik)  5  L.  T.  (0.  S.)  342.  (r)    Webster,' P.  C.  225. 

(i)  10  Ibid.  469.  W  26  L.  T.  (O.  S.)  4. 


Corona. 
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it66,  ^*  ^^  Zs'znbies  woicxu  ia  che  preieat  state  of  Ihehw, 
await  I  siiccesftfiil  laTeotar.  Tke  patent  in  qiesdoQ 
wa:§  tiaken  oat  by  the  Plaiacni  in  Jtuu^  1849.  Since 
then  'ae  has  been  en^i^ed  in  coaatuit  and  ezpessiTe 
lirigasion  ap  to  I?cJ,  when  the  patent  was  proioog^ 
hj  the  Pnvy  Cooncil  for  fire  jeara.  This,  howefcr, 
has  aot  produced  any  terniination  to  the  Etigatioo,  of 
which  the  present  soit  is  an  instance.  At  the  same  time, 
mibih  of  this  is  incidental  to  the  nature  of  things.  The 
ciaim  cf  baTing  made  an  inientlon  is  not  to  preclode 
others  firocn  osicg  an  old  process  and  old  macbine^y 
because  scene  person  boma  fide  believes  that  be  bis  in* 
▼ented  what,  in  truth,  has  been  long  known  ;  nor  ought 
the  fact  that  one  person  has  infringed  the  patent,  beiog 
ignorant  that  the  discoTery  of  the  patentee  was  not  ^ 
new  one,  to  preclude  another  person  from  shewing  th»>^ 
it  had  before  been  known  and  been  in  use.  It  ma^^ 
well  be  that  Mr.  BavUI  inrented  the  process  he  ba.^ 
patented,  and  yet  that  the  same  process  may  hare  bee^E: 
used  by  other  persons  before  the  date  of  Mr.  BtmilT^^ 
patent,  and  it  would  be  injustice  to  stop  the  use  of  ^ 
process  long  employed,  because  some  other  person  baa^ 
subsequently  discovered  the  same  process.  It  woal^ 
also  be  unjust,  because  one  person  has  been  unable 
prove  that  the  discovery  was  not  new,  to  prevent  anotbe— *^^ 
from  doing  so,  and  bind  him  by  a  proceeding  over  wbic^^*^ 
he  had  no  control  and  of  which  he  knew  nothing.  Tb^  ^ 
consequence  is,  that  in  almost  every  case,  the  Plaintii^^B 
has  to  establish  bis  case,  from  the  beginning,  agains^^^ 
any  fresh  person  who  chooses  to  impugn  the  patent  an^^^ 
to  contest  its  validity. 

At  the  same  time,  the  law  properly  attaches  superic^  ^ 
rights  to  a  patentee  who  has  established  the  validity  ci^i 
his  patent,  to  those  which  belong  to  a  patentee  who  h»^ 
not  done  so.    The  former  stands  on  a  different  foolingT' 

anc/ 
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and   though   the   patent   may   be  contested   by   fresh        1866. 

persons,  he  will  receive  protection  until  the  invalidity  of 

it  is  shewn.     The  distinction  hitherto  made  by  Courts 

of  Equity  has  been : — where  the  validity  of  the  patent 

has  not  been  the  subject  of  any  legal  proceedings,  the 

patentee  must  prove  its  validity  at  law,  before  the  Court 

of  Equity  will  protect  him ;  but  having  once  established 

its  validity,  then  the  Court  of  Equity  will  protect  him 

against  another   person   until   that  person   proves  its 

invalidity. 

Accordingly,  the  first  thing  I  have  to  consider  in  this 
case  is,  the  fact  whether  Mr.  Bovill  has  established  the 
validity  of  his  patent  in  a  Court  of  Law.  If  he  has 
done  so,  it  has  been  by  the  case  of  Bovill  v.  Keyworth{a). 
The  Defendant  contends  that  this  case  does  not  esta- 
blish the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent ;  and  that,  if 
it  does,  it  is  for  an  invention  not  infringed  by  him.  The 
way  in  which  the  Defendant  puts  his  case  may  be 
shortly  stated  thus :  if  the  patent  be  such  as  is  esta- 
blished by  the  case  of  Bovill  v.  Keyworih,  then  the  De- 
fendant has  not  infringed  it ;  but  if  the  patent  be  such 
as  the  Plaintiff  now  contends  that  it  is,  then  its  validity 
is  not  established  by  the  case  of  Bovill  v.  Keyworth^ 
and  the  patent  so  alleged  is  invalid,  and  principally  by 
reason  of  its  want  of  novelty. 

In  order  to  estimate  the  value  of  this  argument,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  what  the  invention  is  which  is 
described  in  the  specification,  and  what  the  case  of 
Bovill  v.  Keyworth  has  decided.  The  specification 
thus  describes  the  invention  of  the  Plaintiff : — 

**  Firstly,   in   an   arrangement    for  ventilating   the 
grinding  surfaces  of  the  millstones,  and  the  introduction 
of  air  through  the  top  stone,  when  fixed,  either  by  blow- 
ing 
(a)  7  m.  Sf  BL  725. 
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1866.        ing  or  exhaustiou.     Secondly,  in  exhausting  the  air  froni 
the  cases  of  the  millstones,  combined  with  the  applica- 
tion of  a  blast  to  the  grinding  surfaces.    Thirdly,     Iq 
separating  the  stive  or  dust  of  flour  from  the  air  when 
exhaustion  or  blast  is  employed  to  facihtate  grinding 
and  preventing  the  dust  and  waste  in  the  mill."    Thea 
further  on  he  says  this :  ''  In  carrying  out  the  second 
part  of  my  invention,  when  working  millstones  with  a 
blast  of  air,  I  introduced  a  pipe  to  the  millstone  case 
from  a  fan  or  other  exhausting  machine,  so  as  to  cariy 
off  all  the  warm  dusty  air  blown  through  between  the 
stones  to  a  chamber  as  hereinafter  described,  by  which 
the  dust  in  the  mill  is  avoided  and  grinding  improved. 
And  this  part  of  my  invention  relates  only  to  sucking 
away  the  plenum  of  dusty  air  forced  through  the  stones, 
and  not  to  employing  a  sufficient  exhausting  power  to 
induce  a  current  of  air  between  the  millstones  withoat 
a  blast,  this   having  before   been   practised  as  above 
mentioned.     The  third  part  of  my  invention  consists  i** 
straining  the  stive  or  air  which  is  surcharged  with  iiii^ 
flour  through  suitable  porous  fabrics,  which  retain  tb^ 
flour  and  allow  the   air  to  pass  through,  and  this    S 
accomplish  by  exhausting  the  air  from  the  millstoi^^ 
case,  or  other  closed  chamber,  receiving  the  meal  froc^^ 
the   stones   by   means   of  a   fan   or  other  exhaustin^^ 
machinery,   and  blow  the  stive  so  exhausted   into  ^^ 
chamber  having  its  sides  and  top  formed  of  one  or  mor-^ 
thicknesses  of  suitable  porous  fabrics  to  allow  the  af 
under  pressure  to  pass  out  deprived  of  the  flour  b; 
means  of  this  filtration.     I  also  obtain  the  same  resul 
by  placing  the  filtering   chamber  between   the  ston^^ 
case  or  chamber  receiving  the  meal  and  dust  from  tli  ^ 
stones  and  the  exhausting  machine.    The  stive  or  dust^ 
air  is  then  sucked  through  the  filtering  fabrics  instea.  ^ 
of  being  blown  through,  and  the  air  passes  away  cleaac* 

as  before." 

It 
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It  is  argued  that  this  is  merely  a  patent  for  a  combi- 
nation of  three  processes,  each  of  which  was  old,  and 
that  all  that  Bovill  v.  Keyworth  has  done  is,  to  determine 
that  the  specification  correctly  describes  an  invention 
consisting  of  the  combination  of  the  three ;  that  this 
combination  is  new,  and  that  in  this  consists  the  in- 
Tention,  and  that  Bovill  v.  Keyworth  does  not  go  beyond 
this.  I  hare  therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  to  consider 
whether  the  case  of  Bovill  v.  Keyworth  has  established 
the  validity  of  each  of  these  three  matters  separately,  or 
only  in  combination  with  each  other. 


1866. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  appears 
to  me  to  determine  the  validity  of  each  of  these  in- 
ventions. Lord  Campbell  says,  in  the  first  part,  '^  the 
whole  of  the  Plaintiff's  process,  if  the  combination  is 
Dew,  is  certainly  the  subject  of  a  patent,  and  so  would 
the  paK  No.  2,  if  taken  separately,  for  exhausting  the 
lir  from  the  cases  of  millstones,  combined  with  the  ap- 
plication of  a  blast  to  the  grinding  surfaces,  as  they  in- 
troduce very  important  improvements  in  manufacturing 
ivheat  and  other  grain  into  meal  and  flour."  Now  that 
ippears  to  me  to  point  out  that  the  No.  2,  taken  sepa- 
-ately,  is  also  described  as  an  invention  by  itself  and  not 
n  combination.  That  is  made  more  clear  afterwards. 
He  says,  if  the  specification  does  not  point  out  the  mode 
o  which  this  is  done  it  would  be  invalid.  ''  But  we  are 
>r  opinion  that  the  specification  on  the  face  of  it  cannot 
as  contended)  be  pronounced  in  point  of  law  to  be  bad 
n  this  respect,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
idduced  at  the  trial  shews  it  to  be  quite  sufficient."  He 
lays,  ''  the  exhaust  produced  by  the  pipe  and  fan  is  to 
3e  proportioned  to  the  pZentim  caused  by  the  blast,  taking 
sare  not  to  produce  the  inconvenient  current  of  air  against 
i^hich  a  caution  is  given.  How  can  a  judge  take  upon 
himself  to  say  that  this  may  not  be  enough  to  enable  a 
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1 866*        workman  of  competent  skill  to  construct  tbe  machinery  T 
In  a  further  place  he  says, ''  we  do  not  think  it  necessary 
to  try  to  reconcile  the  different  parts  of  tbe  specification 
(which  are  somewhat  conflicting),  or  to  gire  any  positiTe 
opinion  upon  this  question  ;  for  supposing  the  patent  to 
be  for  a  combination  consisting  of  several  parts  for  one 
process,  we  are  of  opinion  that  tbe  Defendants  are  liable 
in  this  action  for  baring  used  a  material  part  of  (be 
process  which  was  new  for  the  same  purpose  as  tbit 
mentioned  in  the  specification,  although  they  did  oot 
at  the  same  time  use  all  the  parts  of  tbe  process  as 
specified."     "  If  the  fixed  upper  millstone  were  equally 
described  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  statement  and  diagram 
to  be  found  in  his  specification  as  part  of  the  combinatioo 
for  which  he  took  out  his  patent,  as  No.  2  is  a  material 
part  of  the  combination  and  was  new,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  they  cannot  lawfully  use  No.  2  for  the  same  purpo0^ 
by  substituting  a  rotating  upper  millstone  for  a  fixev 
upper  millstone,  or  by  resorting  to  any  other  equifalem'* 
for  any  other  separate  part  of  tbe  process  specified.** 

Great  stress  was  laid  in  the  argument  upon  tbe^^^ 
words  in  the  specification,  "  and  this  part  of  my  inverm  - 
tion  relates  only  to  sucking  away  the  plenum  of  dusS:  J^ 
air  forced  through  the  stones,  and  not  to  employing'    > 
sufficient  exhausting  power  to  induce  a  current  of  mir 
between  the  millstones  without  a  blast,  this  having  been 
practised  as  above  mentioned.*'     But  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  application  of  the  exhaust  to  drawing  away  tbe 
plenum  is  a  material  invention  of  the  Plaintiff  by  itself, 
although  the  combination  of  it  with  the  other  parts  of 
the  invention  may  be  properly  and  validly  claimed  as 
another  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  invention,  and  this  donUe 
fact  appears  to  me  to  be  established  by  the  passages  in 
the  judgment  to  which  I  have  referred. 

There 
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re  is  also  this  preliminary  obstacle  in  the  way  of 
efendants  on  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
;,  namely,  that  the  specification  of  the  Plaintiff  is 
ten  document,  of  which  the  construction  must  be 
me  ID  a  Court  of  Law  as  a  Court  of  Equity,  and 
ourt  of  Queen's  Bench  has  determined  that  this 
t  is  valid,  that  is,  that  the  invention  is  new,  that  it 
iseful^  and  that  it  is  sufficiently  described  in  the 
ication.  The  objections  urged  against  it  before 
}viously  were  urged  at  law,  and  were  present  to 
lind  of  Lord  Campbell  when  he  delivered  his 
lent,  and  the  words  1  have  read  appear  to  me 
ctly  to  point  to  the  validity  of  the  patent,  not 
y  in  respect  of  the  combination  of  the  matters 
stated,  but  also  to  the  validity  of  each  of  the  three 
ite  parts  which  are  separately  and  distinctly  claimed 
'entions  by  the  Plaintiff  in  his  specification.  I  am 
nion,  therefore,  that  the  ducking  away  of  the  plenum 
isty  air  forced  through  the  stones  is  a  separate 
et  part  of  the  invention  of  the  Plaintiff  claimed  by 
»ecification,  and  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
etermined  that  this  is  valid. 

dmit  that  this  decision  would  not  be  conclusive  at 
1  a  fresh  case,  nor  would  it  be  binding  on  this  Court 
jence  were  now  produced  which  was  not  before  the 
t  of  Queen's  Bench,  but  on  this  point  I  do  not  find 
my  evidence  has  been  laid  before  me  not  before  the 
t  of  Queen's  6ench,  with  the  exception  of  the 
:b  patents,  but  as  to  those,  I  give  little  weight  to 
•  I  think  that  they  all  differ  essentially  from  the 
tions  of  the  Plaintiff  as  to  the  mode  of  drawing 
the  dusty  air  from  the  plenum;  they  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  successful.  Indeed,  the  fact  that  the 
ndant  does  not  use  them,  and  that  no  one  uses  them, 
hat  they  have  all  expired,  is  a  proof  that  they  are 
F  F  2  not 
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not  the  same  as  that  of  the  PlaintiflTy  which  is  confessedly 
a  process  of  great  value. 

I  am  further  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  also  establishes  the  validity  of  the 
Plaintiff's  patent  as  regards  the  third  invention  claimed, 
namely,  the  use  of  the  stive  room,  and  that  this  is  effected 
in  combination  with  the  exhaustion  of  the  air  from  the 
millstone  cases.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the 
forcing  air  into  the  millstone  case  from  above  is  a  oeces- 
sary  part  of  the  invention.  The  invention,  as  described 
in  the  specification  and  as  established  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  consists,  I  think,  in  the  employment  of 
a  sufficient  power  to  suck  away  the  dusty  air  in  the  mill* 
stone  case,  and  the  discharging  it  through  a  porous  fabric, 
by  which  the  tine  flour  is  retained  and  the  air  is  allowed 
to  escape.  It  is  true  that  the  air  which  is  drawn  away 
from  the  millstone  case  must  find  its  admission  into  the 
millstone  case  from  some  separate  entrance ;  but  the  in- 
vention now  before  me,  as  I  understand  it,  consists  in 
exhausting  the  dusty  air  in  that  case  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  draw  it  all  off  without  employing  such  a  force  as 
to  draw  with  it  the  meal,  and  to  transmit  the  air  so  drawn 
off  through  a  chamber  formed  wholly  or  in  part  of  a 
porous  fabric  which  will  retain  the  dusty  particles  of 
flour  and  allow  the  air  to  escape. 


The  French  patents  which  relate  to  this  subject  appear 
to  me  to  be  quite  distinct  from  that  of  the  Plaintiff;  I 
think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through  them  in  detail.  Tiie 
idea  was  possibly  present  to  the  mind  of  one  or  more  of 
the  inventors,  but  they  failed  in  discovering  the  method 
by  which  they  could  exhaust  the  dusty  air  merely,  with- 
out drawing  the  meal  with  it;  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
that  the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  as  now  claimed 

bj 
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by  him^  is  established  by  the  decision  io  BoviU  v.  Key-       1866. 
worth. 


I  have  next  to  consider  what  the  consequences  are 
which  flow  from  this,  both  as  regards  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defendant.  The  consequences  as  regards  the  De- 
fendant are  nothing,  if  he  has  not  infringed  the  Plaintiff's 
patent  Therefore,  the  next  thing  to  be  determined  is, 
whether  the  evidence  before  me  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  Defendant  has  infringed  the  Plaintiff's  patent. 
The  burthen  of  proving  this  lies  on  the  Plaintiff.  The 
evidence  is  to  this  effect;  that  the  Defendant  has  em- 
ployed a  fan  placed  on  the  spindle  of  the  millstones, 
working  in  the  case  below  the  lower  millstone,  and  ex- 
lending  a  little  beyond  the  periphery  of  the  millstone. 
This  fan  is  driven  by  the  ordinary  power  of  the  mill.  The 
effect  of  the  action  of  this  fan  is,  that  the  dusty  air  of  the 
plenum  is  driven  or  blown  out  into  an  escape  pipe,  and 
so  on  through  another  pipe  or  chamber  into  the  open 
air.  Some  blast  is  produced  by  the  centrifugal  action 
of  the  millstones,  but  the  revolution  of  the  fan  increases 
the  ordinary  centrifugal  blast  arising  from  the  action  of 
the  millstones  to  an  extent  sufficient  to  drive  the  dusty 
air  from  the  plenum  into  the  escape  pipe,  without  sending 
out  the  meal,  which  descends  in  the  regular  manner 
down  the  meal  spouts. 

I  attended  carefully  to  the  evidence  given  on  this 
subject  in  Court,  in  conjunction  w^ith  the  models  then 
produced,  and  I  listened  attentively  to  the  arguments  of 
counsel  on  this  point,  and  certainly  no  case  was  better 
argued.  I  have  since  read  over  again  the  evidence^ and 
considered  the  whole  matter;  and  my  opinion  at  the  close 
of  the  argument,  since  fortified  by  my  examination  and 
le-consideration  of  the  subject,  is,  that  the  process  used 
by  the  Defendant,  which  is  Messrs.  Blake  k  Lee^s  patent, 

is 
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is  substantially^  that  is  in  essential  points,  the  same  as 
the  Piaintiflf's  patent ;  the  only  difference  appears  to  me 
to  be  that  the  Plaintiff  exhausts  the  plenum  or  removes 
the  hot  dusty  air  from  the  millstone  case  by  means  of  a 
sucking  process  applied  externally^  which  draws  the  air 
from  the  plenum  through  a  shaft  prepared  for  the  recep- 
tion of  it,  and  that  the  Defendant  exhausts  the  pkmm 
or  removes  the  hot  dusty  air  from  the  millstone  case  by 
means  of  a  blowing  process^  which  drives  the  air  from 
the  plenum  into  a  shaft  prepared  for  the  reception  of  it 
I  do  not  find  that,  before  the  Plaintiff's  invention  in 
1 849,  any  process  had  been  discovered  by  which  the  hot, 
dusty  air  could  be  exhausted  from  the  plenum,  carrying 
with  it  the  stive  only,  and  carrying  it,  not  into  the  body 
of  the  mill,  but  into  a  separate  shaft  where  the  stive 
could  be  collected  and  utilized.  This  is  done  in  both  the 
Plaintiff's  processes  and  in  that  used  by  the  DefendaQt. 
The  Plaintiff  sucks  the  air  out;  the  Defendant  blows  it 
out — in  both  instances  it  is  done  by  a  fan.  In  every  case 
where  a  fan  is  driven,  it  must  suck  the  air  from  one  place 
and  blow  the  air  into  another  place.  In  the  Plaintiff's 
invention  the  fan  is  placed  away  from  the  millstone  case 
in  the  air-shaft,  and  it  draws  the  hot,  dusty  air  from  the 
millstone  case  into  the  shaft.  In  the  Defendant's  io- 
vention  the  fan  is  placed  within  the  millstone  case  itself, 
and  blows  the  hot  dusty  air  from  thence  into  the  air- 
shaft.  It  is  wholly  immaterial,  as  it  appears  to  me,  for 
this  purpose,  whether  the  air  that  is  expelled  from  the 
millstone  case  is  drawn  through  the  eye  of  the  millstone 
case,  or  whether  it  is  drawn  up  through  the  meal  spoat, 
or  whether  it  is  introduced  through  pipes  constructed 
specially  for  the  purpose  of  admitting  the  air.  The  in- 
vention consists  in  producing  a  blast  of  sufficient  power, 
and  exactly  so  regulated  as  to  exhaust  the  hot  dusty  air 
from  the  millstone  case,  and  drive  it,  with  the  stive  only» 
into  a  shaft  where  it  may  be  utilized  and  prevented  from 

injuriously 
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injuriously  affecting  the  air  of  the  body  of  the  mill.  This  1866. 
appears  to  be  done  in  both  cases  by  the  Plaintiff  and  by 
the  Defendant ;  and  as  soon  as  the  Court  arrires  at  the 
conclusion  tliat  the  invention  of  the  Plaintiff  is  not  con- 
fined to  the  combination  of  the  matters  described  in  his 
specification,  but  that  it  extends  to  this  withdrawal, 
whether  by  expulsion  or  by  exhaustion,  of  the  dusty  air 
from  the  millstone  case  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the 
stive  contained  in  it,  as  a  separate  and  distinct  invention, 
then  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Defendant  has  made  use  of 
the  invention  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  he  has  in  all 
easentiat  particulars  adopted  the  same  process. 

With  respect  to  the  remaining  part  of  the  Plaintiff's 
invention,  the  separation  of  the  stive  from  the  air  drawn 
or  blown  into  the  shaft,  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the 
Defendant's  is  essentially  an  adoption  of  the  Plaintiff's 
process.  The  blast  from  the  fan  must  be  sufficiently 
strong  to  blow  the  dusty  air  through  the  shaft,  and 
ultimately  into  the  open  air;  but  in  the  Defendant's 
process  this  is  done  through  a  long  pipe  or  horizontal 
shaft,  at  the  bottom  of  which  is  placed  the  porous  fabric 
which  receives  the  stive,  from  whence  it  is  removed  from 
lime  to  time.  I  am  convinced  on  the  evidence  that  this, 
although  as  I  believe  imperfectly,  performs  the  same 
function  as  the  Plaintiff's  stive  chamber  performs ;  that 
it  is  intended  to  be,  and  that  it  is,  an  imitation  of  the 
Plaintiff's  process,  and  that  along  the  whole  course  of 
this  shaft  air  escapes  through  the  porous  febric,  and 
deposits  the  stive  along  the  course  of  it,  which  is  removed 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Defendant,  and  that  without 
the  Dse  of  this  porous  fabric  the  stive  would  not  be 
utilized. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  process  used  by 
the  Defendant  may  be  correctly  thus  described  :— that 

he 
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1866.       he  has  made  aD  arrangement  Tor  Tentilating  the  grinding 
surface  of  the  millstoaes  by  a  fan  which  is  attached  to 
the  lower  stone,  and  that,  by  means  of  this  fao,  be 
GooDiBB.      exhausts  the  air  from  the  millstone  case  and  remoYes  the 
dusty  air  into  a  shaft,  where  the  air  surcharged  with 
stive  is  partially  strained  through  a  porous  fabric,  and, 
in  doing  so,  deposits  the  stive  or  finer  particles  of  floor, 
which  thereby  become  useful,  instead  of  being  injurious. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  of  this  is  an  infriDge- 
roent  of  the  PlaintiflTs  patent,  and  that  the  inveDtioD 
and  mode  of  doing  these  things  is  sufficiently  described 
in  the  Plaintiff's  specification,  and  the  patent  so  de- 
scribed in  the  specification  and  so  construed  by  the 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  been  deter- 
mined to  be  valid,  with  which  decision,  as  far  as  I  am 
able  to  judge  from  the  evidence  before  me,  I  desire 
deferentially  to  express  my  concurrence.     It  certainly 
had  not  been  my  intention  when  I  began  to  hear  this 
case  to  go  into  or  express  any  opinion  upon  the  validity 
of  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  but  the  course  which  the  cas^ 
has  taken,  and  the  evidence  gone  into,  has  compelled 
me   to  investigate   the   matter   to   the  extent  of  tb^ 
materials  laid  before  me,  and  I  have  thought  it  proper^^ 
that  having  formed  an  opinion,  to  express  it,  if,  as  ^^ 
should  hope,  it  may  have  the  effect  of  preventing  further   ^ 
litigation.     I  have  therefore  arrived,  first,  at  the  conclu     ^ 
sion  that  the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  patent,  as  noi^^ 
claimed  by  him,  has  been  established  at  law,  and  also^' 
that  the  Defendant  has  infringed  that  patent. 

There  remains  to  be  considered,  as  I  before  observe^^ 
what  are  the  consequences  which  flow  from  these  com' 
elusions  as  regards  the  Plaintiff,  and  as  regards  tba 
Defendant  ?     In  the  first  place,  as  regards  the  Plaintifl^ 
I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for  an 
injunction  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  as  regards  the  De- 
fendant, 
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fendant^  I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  properly  compel 
him  to  submit  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  or  to  acquiesce  in  any  opinion  I  may  have 
formed.  He  was  no  party  to  the  suit  of  Bovill  v. 
Keyworth;  he  is  not  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  that 
case,  and  many  cases  are  on  record  where,  after  the 
Plaintiff  has  established  the  validity  of  his  patent  in 
one  case,  it  has  been  decided  to  be  invalid  in  a  second. 
Numerous  cases  have  been  cited  before  me  ;  Bridson  v. 
Benecke  (a)  ;  Newall  v.  Wilson  (6)  ;  Hill  v.  Thomp- 
son (c)\  Croskill  y.  7\ixford{d);  Croskill  y.Every{e)\ 
which  establish  that  a  Defendant  is  not  to  be  con- 
cluded by  a  trial  at  law  to  which  he  is  no  party,  and 
that  he  is  not  to  be  driven  to  contest  the  validity  of  the 
patent  by  a  scire  facias.  It  is  true  that  the  case  of 
Davenport  v.  Ooldbergif)  seems  to  point  the  other  way, 
and  it  is  also  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  law  was 
established  on  this  point  at  a  time  when  the  act  of 
parliament  had  not  been  passed  which  compelled  the 
Court  of  Equity  itself  to  decide  any  question  of  com- 
mon law  which  might  come  before  it  without  the  assist- 
ance of  any  other  tribunal,  as  to  which,  however,  it  is 
proper  to  observe,  that  this  is  not  so  much  a  question 
of  law  as  it  is  a  question  of  fact. 


1866. 


I  cannot  also  but  bear  in  mind  that,  although  1  have 
considered  the  validity  of  the  patent  of  the  Plaintiff,  it 
is  only  so  far  as  regards  the  effect  of  the  decision  in 
Bovill  V.  Keyworth^  and  the  suflSciency  of  the  specifi- 
cation ;  but,  as  to  the  question  of  novelty,  I  have  done 
so  solely  on  the  evidence  at  present  laid  before  me,  and 
1  have  also  done  so  reluctantly,  because  I  early  felt  the 
difficulty  I  should  have  in  going  into  that  question,  and 

1  checked 


(a)  12  Beav.  1. 

(6)  2  De  G.,  JH.  if  O.  282. 

(c)  1  Webi.  P.  C.  237. 


(d)  5  Law  T.  (O.  5.)  342. 

(e)  10  L.  r.  (O.  S.)  459. 
(j)  2  Hem.  ^  Mill,  282, 
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1866.  I  checked  the  entering  into  it  at  first,  as  nmcfa  as  I 
coold  consistently  with  allowing  the  Defendant  to  briog 
forward  his  case.  It  is  also  a  matter  so  far  favorable 
to  the  Defendant  that  the  form  in  which  this  casecomes 
before  me  is  that  of  a  cause  in  which  neither  side  has 
had  an  opportonity  of  knowing,  before  the  heariag, 
what  eTidenoe  he  would  have  to  meet,  and  which  cir- 
cnmstance  tends  strongly  to  prevent  the  bringing  forwant 
of  evidence  which  might,  at  the  bearing,  be  material  oatil 
after  the  opportunity  of  doing  so  is  lost. 

It  is  after  I  have  considered  all  these  matters  that  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  results  above  meo- 
tioned  as  those  at  which  I  have  arrived  ought  not  to 
prevent  the  Defendant  from  having,  if  he  pleased  to  do 
so,  a  further  opportunity  of  trying  this  question  against 
the  Plaintiff.  I  regret  it  much,  because  of  the  great 
expense  which  it  will  necessarily  entail  on  both  parties ; 
but  I  thiuk  myself  bound  by  the  authorities  to  direct 
an  issue  to  try  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  the  first  and  true 
inventor  of  the  processes  described  in  his  specification, 
or  of  either,  and  which  of  them.  This  issue  I  will  direct 
if  the  Defendant  requires  it. 

I  direct  no  issue  as  to  the  utility  of  Ibe  inventioDi  or 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  specification.  I  consider  the 
former  of  those  matters  to  be  not  contested  or  to  be 
established  by  the  evidence ;  and  as  to  the  second,  I 
consider  it  to  be  decided  definitively  in  favor  of  the 
Plaintiff  by  the  decision  in  Bavill  v.  Keyu>orth,  which  I 
have  minutely  examined,  and  in  which  I  have,  after 
consideration,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  expressed  vaj 
concurrence,  so  far  as  it  is  matter  of  law,  not  depending 
on  the  novelty  of  the  invention.  The  novelty  of  the 
invention  is  a  question  which,  in  my  opinier^  I  ought  io 
allow  the  Defendant  to  try  again,  if  he  chooses  to  do 

so; 
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ao;  but,  in  the  meantime,  I  must  restrain  him  from 
carrying  on  his  present  processes,  which,  in  my  opinion, 
infringe  the  Plaintiff's  invention.     I  will   reserve  the 
costs  of  the  cause  until  after  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and     Goodier. 
give  either  party  liberty  to  apply. 


NoTK. — ^Tbe  caie  was  tried  at  law,  when  the  Defendant  was  suo- 
oeaifol;  hnt  thia  Court  directed  a  new  trial. 


1865. 

In  re  DREW.  ^^-  ^^• 

1866. 

Ex  parte  MASON.  Mar.  2. 

Apr.  18. 

fTlHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  regis-  A.  B.,  the 

•^      trar  under  the  Land  Registry  Act  (25  &  26  Fic^  iToni^r" 

c.  63),  deciding  that  a  proviso,  in  a  deed  of  the  3rd  of  ■^'^  *^®  of 

.  ior»o    !•  I  11  t      them  to  C.  D., 

August,  looo,  did  not  constitute  such  a  charge  on  the  andheretained 

land  sought  to  be  registered,  as  ought  to  be  noticed  on  ^\  Theyen- 

the  register.  mutual  cove- 

nants for  hear- 

Mr.  Drew^  the  owner  of  some  land,  divided  it  into  |?^'  in  proper. 

'  tion,  the  ex- 

seven  lo^,  which   were  numbered   from  71   to  77  in-  pensesofaroad 

elusive.     In   1863,  Mr.  Drew  sold  lots  71  and  72  to  Jhrio^^'Ind" 

Mr.   Mason f  and   arrangements   were  made    between  ^here  was  a 

them  for  the  formation  and  the  future  repair  of  a  road,  the  expenses 

which  was  common  to  all  the  lots.  ^\^^^  ^  « 

chai^  upon 

the  owners  of 

To  carry  this  arrangement  into  effect,  Mr.  Drew  by  the  seven  lou 

an  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  August,  1863,  conveyed  *5«^^atThe 

loU  71  and  72  to  Mr.  Mason.    All  the  seven  lots  were  ^°^  was  not 
•  charsedy  and 

shewn  in  a  plan  on  the  conveyance.  that  J.  B.  was 

entitled  to  have 

About  the  same  time,  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  tkleVws*five 

3rd  of  August,  1863,  was  executed  by  and  between  lots  regigtered 

^  under  the  25  & 

Mr.  26  rjc^c.53, 
witliout  no- 
ticing the  proviso  or  the  chums  of  C.  D, 
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1865. 


Ex  parte 
Masok. 
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Mr.  Drew  of  the  one  part,  and  Mr.  Mason  of  the  other 
part,  by  which  it  was  witnessed,  and  he,  Mr.  Drew^  for 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  coire- 
nanted  with  Mr.  JUason,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  be, 
Mr.  Drew,  would  within  six  months  complete  a  road  set 
out  on  the  said  plan  attached  to  the  conveyance,  and  a 
copy  of  which  was  annexed  to  this  deed,  so  far  as 
related  to  the  pieces  of  land  numbered  71  and  72;  and 
further,  that  he  would  keep  the  road  repaired,  and  that 
if  he  failed  in  doing  so,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Mr.  Mason 
to  do  so,  and  that  Mr.  Drew  would,  on  demand,  pay  to 
Mr.  Mason,  his  heirs,  administrators  and  assigns,  the 
whole  of  the  money  expended  by  him  or  them  in  com-' 
pleting,  and  two-thirds  of  the  money  expended  by  bir^' 
or  them  in  repairing  the  road.     And  Mason  covenantee^ 
with  Drew,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assign^ ^ 
that  after  the  completion  of  the  road,  he,  his  beir^^ 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  or  the  person  fo^^ 
the  time  being  entitled   to  the  pieces   of  land  num 
bered  71  and  72,  would  pay  one-third  of  the  moneyi 
which   Mr.  Drew  or  his  heirs,  executors  or  adminii 
trators  should  have  expended  in  the  reparation  of  thi 
said  road,  until  it  should  be  taken  to  by  the  parish  oi 
other  lawful  constituted  authority. 

Then  followed  this  proviso  : — 

"  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  mutually  agree 
and  declared,  between  and  by  the  parties  to  these  pre- — 
sents,  that,  in  addition  to  the  covenants  hereinbefore 
contained,  it  is  intended  that,  by  virtue  of  these  presents, 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  repair  of  the  said  pro- 
posed road  shall,  until  the  same  shall  be  taken  by  the 
parish  or  other  lawfully  constituted  authority,  be  con- 
sidered as  a  charge  in  equity,  and,  as  far  as  circam- 
stances  will  admit,  at  law  also,  upon  the  owners  far  the 
time  being  of  the  several  pieces  of  land  numbered  respec- 
tively 
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lively  71,  72,  73,  74,  75,  76  and  77  in  the  said  plan,  to 
such  an  extent,  as  that  each  such  owner,  or  if  more 
than  one,  each  set  of  owners,  shall  be  chargeable  with 
such  a  part  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  said  repairs 
as  shall  bear  the  same  proportion  to  the  whole  of  such 
costs  and  expenses,  as  the  quantity  in  acres,  roods  and 
perches  of  the  said  closes  or  pieces  of  land  of  which 
he  or  they  shall  be  the  owner  or  owners,  shall  bear  to 
the  aggregate  quantity  of  the  said  several  closes  or 
pieces  of  land." 


1865. 


In  1865,  Mr.  Drew  applied  to  the  Land  Registry 
Office  for  the  registration  of  an  indefeasible  title  to  the 
lots  numbered  73,  74,  75,  76  and  77.  But  Mr.  Mason^ 
having  notice  of  this,  claimed  to  have  an  entry  or 
notice  made  on  the  record  of  title  of  the  proviso  in  the 
deed  of  the  3rd  of  August^  1863,  which  he  contended 
constituted  a  lien  on  the  land  sought  to  be  registered. 


The  Registrar  having  decided  against  Mr.  Dreto,  he 
appealed  under  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  53,  s.  17,  which 
provides,  "  that  if,  in  making  up  the  record  of  title,  any 
question  shall  arise  as  to  the  construction  of  any  deed, 
&c.,  &c.,  or  the  mode  in  which  any  entry  ought  to  be 
made  in  the  record  of  title,  or  any  doubtful  or  uncer- 
tain right  or  interest  stated  or  dealt  with  by  the  Regis* 
trar,  it  shall  be  competent  for  the  Registrar  or  for  any 
of  the  parties  interested  to  refer  the  same  to  a  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery ;  if,  on  such  reference,  the  Judge, 
having  regard  to  the  parties  appearing  before  him,  shall 
think  proper  to  decide  the  question,  he  shall  have 
power  to  do  so,  or  to  direct  any  proceedings  at  law  or 
in  equity  to  be  instituted  for  that  purpose,  or,  at  his 
discretion  and  without  deciding  such  question,  to  direct 
such  particular  form  of  entry  to  be  made  on  the  record 

of 
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1866.       of  title,  as,  under  the  circumstances,  shall  appear  to  be 
right." 


In  re 
Dkew. 


Kx  pattt 

Maion.  Mr.  Fry^  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Mason,  now  asked  the 

Dec.  12.  Court  to  direct  an  entry  of  the  proviso  on  the  register. 
He  was  proceeding  to  argue  the  case  ;  but  no  one  ap- 
pearing on  behalf  either  of  the  Registrar  or  Mr.  DreWf 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  I  cannot  determine 
this  question  unless  it  is  argued.  I  cannot  overrule  the 
decision  of  an  officer  of  the  Court,  of  great  knowledge 
and  experience,  upon  a  mere  ex  parte  argument. 


Dec.  13.  On  appeal,   the   Lord   Chancellor  thought  that  the 

course  in  Re  Kennard  (a)  ought  to  be  followed,  and 
that  a  statement  should  be  prepared,  and  the  case 
brought  again  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


1866. 
Mar,  2.  That  course  having  been  taken,  the  case  again  came 

before  the  Court 

Mr.  Fry  for  Mr.  Mason,  in  support  of  the  applied' 
tion.  It  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  absolute 
owners  to  make  the  repairs  of  this  road  a  charge  on  the 
property,  and  which  they  were  entitled  to  do;  Roe^* 
Trammer  (6). 

Secondly.  But  even  if  the  obligation  does  not  attach 
to  the  land  itself,  still  all  purchasers  with  notice  would 

be 

(o)  1 1  Jur.  27.  Qf)  1  WaUt,  682  and  2  W'dt.  75. 
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be  bound  to  give  effect  to  it ;  Talk  v.  Moxhay  (a). 
Mr.  MosoiCm  rights  ought  therefore  to  be  reserved  in  the 
record  of  title. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  referred   to   Western  v. 
Macdermot  (&). 


1866. 


In  re 
Drbw. 

Es  parte 
Mabon. 


7%«  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  a  considerable  inconvenience  arising  from 
the  mode  in  which  appeals  are  heard  under  the  Land 
Registry  Act.  They  are,  in  fact,  ex  parte.  The  person 
who  is  interested  in  contesting  the  claim  of  the  Appellant 
either  does  not  appear,  or,  as  is  the  case  in  the  majority 
of  instances,  is  unable  to  appear.  For  instance,  if  the 
Registrar  determines  that  the  person  who  seeks  to  have 
his  land  and  title  to  it  registered  has  not  a  clear  title, 
and  that  person  appeals  to  the  judge  in  chancery  who 
is  intrusted  with  the  duty  of  revising  the  opinion  of  the 
R^istrar,  the  argument  is  necessarily  one  sided.  The 
person  in  possession  contends  that  he  has  made  out  a 
good  title  to  the  land,  the  Registrar  thinks  that  he  has 
not  done  so,  but  the  Registrar  does  not  appear  to  support 
his  own  decision,  and  no  other  person  exists  who  can  be 
served  or  required  to  appear  to  oppose  the  claim  of  the 
possessor  and  owner  of  the  land. 


Apr.  18. 


In  the  present  case,  I  should  have  thought  that  an 
exception  would  have  occurred  to  this,  the  general  rule, 
for,  in  this  instance,  the  Appellant  seeks  to  have  a 
proviso  noticed  on  the  register,  which,  if  registered,  will 
be  a  charge  on  the  property  of  the  claimant.  But  Mr. 
JDreWp  who  is  the  owner  of  the  property  sought  to  be 
registered  with  an  indefeasible  title,  does  not  appear  to 

support 

(a)  11  Bern.  571,  and  2  Phill.  774.  (6)  Ante,  p.  213. 
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1866. 


Ex  parte 
Maion. 


support  the  decision,  and  no  other  person  exists  who 
can  be  served  or  required  to  appear  to  oppose  the  claim 
of  the  possessor  and  owner  of  the  land.  I  have  solely 
the  argument  of  Mr.  Mason* s  counsel,  who  is  opposed 
to  the  decision  of  the  Registrar,  to  assist  me  in  coining 
to  a  conclusion. 

The  covenant  is  in  these  terms :— [His  Lordship  read 
it,  see  ante,  p.  444]. 

Before  I  mention  the  rest  of  the  deed,  which  contains 
the  proviso,  I  should  notice,  that  the  effect  of  it,  up  to 
this  point,  is  a  pure  personal  covenant  on  both  sides, 
there  is  nothing  to  affect  the  land,  but  immediately 
following  is  set  forth  the  proviso  in  question,  which  it  is 
contended  has  this  effect.  It  is  in  these  words :— [His 
Lordship  read  it ;  see  ante,  p.  444.] 

The  question  is,  whether  this  proviso  ought  to  be 
noticed  in  registering  an  indefeasible  title  of  the  pieces 
numbered  73,  74,  76,  76  and  77  on  the  plan  above 
mentioned. 

Upon  carefully  considering  this  question,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  ought  not  to  be  noticed  in  the  register 
of  the  five  pieces  of  land  above  mentioned.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  covenant  contained 
in  the  proviso  is  not  a  covenant  running  with  the  land, 
still  less  is  it  any  chaise  or  burthen  attaching  to  the 
land  itself;  it  is  merely  an  undertaking  by  Mr.  Drew 
and  Mr.  Mason,  as  far  as  they  can,  that  the  owner  of 
each  of  the  five  pieces  of  land  shall  be  bound  by  the 
same  covenants  as  those  by  which  Mr.  Drew  and  Mr. 
Mason  are  bound  ;  that  they  shall  have  the  same  rights 
and  be  subject  to  the  same  obligations :  but  that  is  all. 
I  see  nothing  in  this  which  can  properly  be  made  the 
subject  of  registration ;  it  is  no  interest  in  the  land 

itself; 


Mason. 
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ilDelf;  nor  does  it  arise  out  of  it;  and  is  merely  a  per-  1866. 
sonal  matter,  binding  the  parties  to  this  deed  and  no 
other  persons.  It  is  a  mere  personal  obligation,  which 
t^he  parties  to  the  deed  covenant  that  they  will  endea-  Ex  parte 
-vour  to  induce  subsequent  owners  of  the  land  to  take 
upon  themselves  and  undertake  to  fulfil.  But  in  this 
endeavour,  it  is  possible  that  the  parties  to  the  deed 
xnay  fail,  in  which  case,  the  remedy  is  not  against  the 
land,  which  is  not  charged  with  the  expenses  of  the 
repair  of  the  road,  but  solely  against  the  covenantors 
and  their  representatives. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Registrar  under 
t.he  Land  Register  Act  has  come  to  a  correct  conclusion, 
and  that  I  must  make  no  order  on  this  application. 


Re  THE  EXHALL  COAL  COMPANY 
(LIMITED). 

Re  BLECKLEY.  f^*- 12- 

Apr.  19. 

THIS  was  a  summons  adjourned  from  chambers  by  The  right  of  a 
_  ,      .  trustee  to  be 

Mr.  Bleckley,  the  trustee  and  original  promoter  of  indemnified 

the  ExhaU  Mining  Company,  seeking  to  have  such  of  J^pl^J^u'Th^^^ 

the  assets  as  were  still  belonging  to  this  company  (which  first  charge 

ivas  insolvent  and  in  the  course  of  being  wound  up)  haTpSority  to 

^l^plied  in  payment  of  liabilities  incurred  by  him  on  be-  ^^7  charge 
»_      ■       « ^,  nil  .  •        I  ,       1       1  1  created  upon  it 

l^if  ot  the  company,    ihis  was  resisted  by  the  debenture  by  the  ceituU 

Jiolders  of  the  company.  guttmst.  And, 

■^      ^  consequently, 

the  right  of  a 
.     .  trustee  of  a 

The  case  arose  thus: — the  association  or  company  to  public  com- 

t^lte  and  work  the  mine  was  formed  in  the  year  1852,  Semnified^'out' 

^.■"^^  it  was,  at  first,  intended  to  work  it  on  the  cost  book  of  the  property 

V«-inciplcB.     On  the  10th  June,  1852,  the  lessor,  Mr.  J^£diLn. 

"VOL.  XXXY— III.  G  G  Blahesley,  ture  creditors. 
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1866.       Blaheslet/,  executed  a  lease  to   William  Law,  Henry 

''-^-'*-^      Bleckley^  Thomas  Masters  and  Robert  William  Crowe, 

TheExh4ll  tbcii*  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  for  siity- 

CoalCo.     three   years  from  1st  JUai/,  1852,  paying  a  royalty  of 

j^^    *      one-eighth  of  the  gross  moneys  for  which  the  coals  were 

Bleckley,     sold,  if  the  quantity  were  under  40,000  tons  annually; 

one-ninth  when  the  coals  exceeded  60,000  tons  in  any 

one  year,  and  one-tenth  when  the  coals  exceeded  that 

amount;  and  paying  also  a  royally  of  one-eighth  of  the 

gross  moneys  for  which  the  iron-stone  sold,  with  a  pro* 

viso  that  the  royalty  should  not,  in  the  first  year,  be  less 

than  500/.,  750/.  in  the  second,  and  1,000/.  in  every 

succeeding  year. 

In  January,  1854,  Robert  William  Crowe,  with  the 
concurrence  of  Mr.  Blakesley,  assigned  his  one-fourth 
in  the  said  mine  to  the  three  other  lessees,  and  on  the 
following  day  Law,  Bleckley  and  Masters  executed  a 
declaration  of  trust  that  they  held  the  mines  for  the  sole 
use  and  benefit  of  the  Exhall  Mining  Company. 

In  November,  1854,  the  present  company  was  formed. 

It  appeared  that  the  mine  could  not  properly  be 
worked  on  the  cost  book  principle,  and,  in  consequence, 
this  company  was  formed  to  work  it  on  the  principle  of 
the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act  on  limited  liability* 
Accordingly,  in  January,  1857,  the  company  was  regis- 
tered under  the  act  of  1856,  and  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion were  executed  in  A'prU,  1867.  By  the  7th  and  8th 
articles  of  association  of  the  company,  the  property  of 
the  company  was  to  be  vested  in  the  trustees,  who  were 
to  be  indemnified  against  all  liabilities  affecting  it,  other 
than  and  except  what  they  might  incur  from  their  own 
wilful  neglect  and  default. 

T«ro 
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1866. 


JU 


Two  other  persons  {Black  and  Clark)  were  named  as 

trustees  of  the  company,  and  it  was  intended  that  the 

property  of  the  company  should  be  conveyed  and  the  ip^^  ^uktt 

lease  assigned  to  them  upon  such  trusts.  Coal  Co. 

LntiTfiD. 

Ue 
This  bad  not,  in  fact,  been  carried  into  effect,  and  Mr     Blbcklet. 
jBkckletf  remained,  as  before,  the  trustee  for  the  com- 
pany of  the  mine,  fixtures,  plant  and  machinery,  and 
tras  the  person,  who,  at  law  and  in  fact,  was  responsible 
for  the  rent  to  the  lessor  Mr.  Blakesley. 

In  1860,  debentures  were  issued  by  the  company  of 
100/.  each,  by  which  the  company  assigned  to  the  credi- 
tors ''  all  and  every  the  undertaking,  mines,  buildings, 
jplant  and  assets,  real  and  personal,  of  the  company '' 
And  the  estates,  to  hold  until  repayment,  on  a  fixed  day, 
^f  the  100/.  out  of  the  corporate  assets  of  the  company, 
^^firhich  alone  should  be  charged  therewith. 

The  company  was  being  wound  up  under  an  order 
'^Knade  in  the  year  1864. 

The  rent  due  for  the  mine  had  been  duly  paid  down  to 
^^Jdaj/f  1864,  but  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the 
^Kessor  had  brought  an  action  for  the  rent  due  since  that 
"iVume  against  Mr.  Bleckley,  and  he  had  been  compelled  to 
'^my  the  amount  of  the  rent  due  into  Court,  as  the  price 
^^of  the  injunction  to  restrain  that  action,  he  being,  at 
'^mw,  the  person  liable  to  discharge  it. 

There  was  now  a  sura  of  1,016/.  in  Court,  which  had 
^^risen  from  the  sale  of  the  fixtures,  plant  and  machinery 
^^t  the  mine.  Mr.  Bleckley  claimed  this  as  a  fund  to  in- 
^demnify  him  against  the  claim  of  the  lessor.  On  the 
mother  hand  the  debenture  holders  insisted  that  it  ought 
^^o  be  divided  amongst  them. 

G  G  2  Mr. 
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1866.  Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  Mr.  Bleckby, 

''-^"'^^      argued,  first,  that  the  debentures  were  void,  beiDg  un- 

Thk  Ezhall  authorized.      Secondly,  that  the  Fund  in  question  was 

Coal  Co.     primarily  liable  to  indemnify  the  trustee,  first,  by  virtue 

j^         of  the  articles,  and  secondly,  by  the  general  law  of  this 

Blecklbt.    Court,  which  gave  to  a  trustee  the  first  charge  on  the 

property,  as  against  his  cestuis  que  trust  and  all  claiming 

under  them,  and  for  whom  he  was  a  trustee.    They 

cited  Furness  v.  The  Caterham  Railway  Company  (a); 

Legg  v.  Mathieson  (i). 


Mr.  Souihgate  and  Mr,  Locock  Webb,  for  the  deben- 
ture creditors,  argued  that  they  had  the  first  charge,  by 
virtue  of  the  assignment  to  them.  Secondly,  that  the 
fund  in  question  had  arisen  from  property  severed  from 
the  leasehold,  and  no  longer  the  subject  of  the  trust; 
and  that  the  order  for  sale  was  for  the  benefit  of  tbea 
creditors  of  the  company  generally,  and  reserved 
right  in  favor  of  the  trustee.  They  cited  Eme$t  v 
NicholU  (c) ;  King  v.  Marshall  (rf). 


Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

AprA9,  On  considering  the  whole  matter,  I  am  of  opiuiQ=:>n 

that  Mr.  Bleckley  is  entitled  to  this  sum.  He  was  tl  ^Ac 
trustee  of  the  mine,  including  the  fixtures,  the  pla^cnit 
and  machinery ;  he  is  the  owner  of  this  property  at  lai^^^i 
and  when   called    upon    to   account  in   equity,   he  ^ 

entitled  to  deduct,  out  of  the  trust  property  in  him,  m    =^tf 
that  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  repaying  hira  t.  Ae 
sums  he  has  properly  paid,  and  of  indemnifying  b  "^m 
against  such  sums  as  he  is  liable  to  pay  in  the  di  is- 


cha-w^ 


(a)  27  Beav.  358. 
(6)  2  Giff.  71. 


(f)  e  H.of  L.  Cas  401. 
(d)  33  Bcav  566. 
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tbarge  of  his  trust ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  this  liability  to        1866. 

repay  and  to  indemnify  him  is  the  first  charge  on  the      ^-^v"^ 

property.  The  exball 

Coal  Co. 
*  Limited. 

It  has  been  argued  before  me,  that  the  debentures  Re 

are  invalid.     I  think  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  that    Blbcklbt. 

question ;  for  the  present  purpose,   I  assume  them  to 

be  valid ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  debenture  holders  can 

only  claim  the  property  belonging  to  the  company  after 

payment  of  the  charges  previously  and  properly  attaching 

Chereto,  of  which  I  think  the  indemnity  of  the  trustees  is 

one.     The  debenture  holders  can  only  take  all  that  the 

c^ompany  could  give,  the  company  could  only  give  the 

net  produce  of  the  property,  after  discharging  the  charges 

properly  attaching  thereto,   and,   in   my   opinion,  the 

#irst  charge  on  the  property  is  the  indemnity  of  the 

^Tustees.     I  do  not  put  this  on  the  question  of  contract, 

prising  from  the  7th  and  8th  clauses  of  the  articles  of 

0^  ssociation,  because,  in   my  opinion,  it  is  a  right   in- 

^  ^dental  to  the  character  of  trustee  and  inseparable  from 

^^_^  that  be  should  be  saved  harmless  from  obligations 

iiich   are  attached  inseparably  to  his  office,  and   by 

Mitch  anyone  taking  a  charge  upon  or  mortgage  of 

^  mine  from  the  cestui  que  trust  is  bound. 

^^%.«suming  the  mine  to  be  now  a  valuable  property, 
M^  i^  clear  that  the  trustee  would  be  entitled  to  deduct 
^H  '^hat  he  had  properly  paid  for  the  preservation  of 

**^*-fc.  property.  If  he  had  parted  with  the  mine,  in  ac- 
'<^^  ^ci  mnce  with  the  directions  of  his  cestui  que  trust,  he 
•''^^^^^Id  still,  in  my  opinion,  be  entitled  to  recoup  himself 
^^*  ^         ^f  any  money  belonging  to  the  company  in  his 

le  fact  that  the  fixtures,  plant  and  machinery  have 
sold,  under  the  order  of  the  Court,  by  the  Official 

Liquidator, 


1^  ne  €CB«ay;  Ciacs  bci,  s  bv  opMoa,  aakfi  any 

rsKCaii&&    ^*>«^£i«:a  .^  ia«  7]fii».    Tbs  Cospt  Bcver  allon  tke  ilqit 

C«*  C*.      i  cirsE*  1^  ie  akfo.  5:r  r»  T^tEisaiioa  of  propettr  to 


TijT  Uis  rjb:2£  'JL  IK  fOirsiB^i  thm  is  mlwajs  cffeeied 
wxMti  zrvycLfVt  t;^  I2ie  ng^xs  aad  mterati  of  aoy  tX 
the  pofties  DSocerDcd.     Nor  s  k  ctciLWiiry,  Id  aoy  nch 
me,  to  bisr>i:;ce  «Gr&  to  nvc  tbe  rigfaloTtbe  putiet;        ^ 
smA  mrjccA^  viben  Bcied,  aie,  at  the  best,  svperfloooft,     ^ 
and  ihcT  assallj  have  an  i^jarioos  cffBcty  as  mtnaatiDg  -^^ 
a  doabt  that,  vhhcot  then,  snch  r^his  vooU  not 
prescncd. 

I  am   therefore  of  opinion  that   Mr.  Bleeilfg 
exactly  the  same  rights  as  if  soch  fixtures^  phnt 
macbioenr  had  not  been  sold,  and  that  he  is 
out  of  the  money  prodooed  thereby,  as  frr  as  the 
frill  extefu),  to  be  repaid  the  snms  he  has  already 
and  also  to  be  indemnified  against  the  fiitnre  habilil 
which  attach  to  him  solely  in  his  character  of  a 


I  most  therefore  order  the  lfl}6L  to  be  paid  to  Bp^|>, 
Bleckley ,  subject  to  payment  of  such  costs  as  are  propc^fj 
payable  out  of  it,  if  there  be  no  more  funds  beloog'S^ 
to  the  company  applicable  for  that  purpose. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


LEIGH  V.  LLOYD. 

Apr,  20. 
n%^R.  Woodf  a  member  of  a  benefit  building  society,  A.  mortgaged 
•^-^     was  the  owner  of  some  leasehold  property  at  Joaby^depoiit 
Woodford.     He  entered  into  an  arrangement  with  the  of  deeds,  with 
Bociety  to  get  an  advance  of  2002.,  in  the  usual  way,  gagement  to 
upon  the  security  of  his  leasehold  property,  and  on  the  execute  amort- 
Ist  of  May,  1849,  he  deposited  with  the  society  the  title  called  on.    A. 
deeds  of  this  property,  and  signed  a  memorandum,  by  conve^vedtbe 
which   he  "  engaged   to   execute   a   mortgage   to   the  legal  estate  to 
society"  for  200/.,  when  called  on  so  to  do.  ^he  mortgage. 

Afterwards  A. 
Accordingly,  on  the  20th  of  July,  1849,  Wood  exe-  executed  the 

cuted  an  assignment  of  the  leasehold  to  the  society,  by  This  cwTtahied 
way  of  mortgage  to  secure  the  200/.     This  mortgage  *  l^^®'^^.^?*!^' 
contained  a  power  of  sale  in  default  of  payment.     The  gold  the  pro- 
advance  was  made  by  four  instalments  of  50/.  each  on  KJ^^n/i^-— 
the  2nd  of  January,  the  12th  of  June,  the  20th  of  July,  Held,  that  C. 
and  the  26th  of  September,  1849.  tVe^X^r'^o^/ 

sale  and  the 
Wood  having  made  default,  the  society  on  the  18th  sale,  and  that 

of  May,  1856,  sold  and  conveyed  the  property  to  the  tnistee  for  the 

Plaintiff  in  consideration   of  240/.,  and    the  Plaintiff  purchaser. 

Necessity  of 
entered  into  possession.  proving  a  deed 

by  the  attesting 
So  far  thePlaintiff^'s  titleappeared  complete,but  in  1863  witness,  where 

.      ^   n      ^  T ,       .        ,    rf    »  .  .        »ts  validity  and 

the  Defendants  Lloyd  2^x10  Bailey  commenced  an  action  the  payment  of 

of  ejectment  atrainst  the  Plaintiff  to  recover  possession  of  ^\?  consider- 
J  ^  r  aUon  is  con 

the  property.    They  founded  their  title  on  a  deed  dated  tested  by  a 
the  2nd  of  June,  1849,  executed  between  the  equitable  ^^"""©"it.* 
and  the  legal  mortgage  to  the  society,  by  which  Wood, 
unknown  to  the  society,  had  assigned  the  legal  estate  in 
the  leasehold  to  these  Defendants  on  certain  trusts  in 
favQr  of  Wood  and  his  family.    This  assignment  was 

stated 
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1865.  statetl  to  be  in  consideration  of  loOL  ;  but  it  was  made 
expressly  "subject'*  to  the  mortgage  to  the  society, 
"  with  all  benefit  of  the  proviso  for  redemptioUy  ia  the 

Llotd.        mortgage  deed  thereof." 

The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  in  1864,  for  an  iojuoction 
to  restrain  this  action,  and  to  obtain  a  declaration  that 
the  Defendants  held  the  legal  estate  in  trust  for  the 
Plaintiff.  The  bill  contested  the  bona  fides  of  the  deed 
of  the  2nd  of  JunCy  1849,  and  the  payment  of  the  alleged 
consideration  money. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Marten  for  the  Plaintiff. 
The  Defendants  obtained  the  legal  estate  in  this  pro- 
perty, with  notice  of  the  society's  mortgage,  and  ex- 
pressly subject  to  it ;  they  are,  therefore,  bound  by  tlmt 
mortgage.  The  engagement  to  execute  a  mortgage 
deed  necessarily  implies  a  proper  mortgage  contaioing 
power  of  sale  ;  Russell  v.  Plaice  (a) ;  Bridges  v.  Xonj- 
man  (ft). 

Secondly,  the  conveyance  to  the  Defendants  is 
fraudulent  and  void,  and  the  consideration  mentioned 
in  it  was  never  paid.  The  admission  or  proof  of  its 
execution  by  Wood  is  not  sufficient ;  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses ought  to  have  been  called  in  order  to  give  the 
Plaintiff,  who  contests  the  deed  and  is  no  party  to  it| 
the  opportunity  of  cross-examining  them. 

Mr.  SelwymxxA  Mr.  G.  L.  Russell  for  the  Defendants. 
The  Defendants  took  subject  to  the  "  mortgage  deed; 
but  none  had  then  been  executed ;  there  was  notbingi  &t 
that  time  beyond  the  memorandum.    The  Defendant^} 
therefore  took  subject  only  to  the  rights  given  to  the 


(a)  18  Beav.  21.  (6)  24  Beov.  27. 
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Plaintiff  by  the  meiDoranduiiiyand  that  does  not  warrant 
Lbe  introduction  of  a  power  of  sale  into  the  mortgage. 
The  remedy  of  an  equitable  mortgagee  is  foreclosure, 
md  not  sale ;  Moore  v.  Perry  (a) ;  Underwood  v. 
Joyce  {J))  \  except  under  the  statute  15  ^  l(j  Vict. 
r.  86,  8.  48 ;  and  see  Cox  v.  TooU  (c). 

Again,  none  of  the  advances  were  made  by  the  society 
prior  to  the  deed  of  the  2ud  oi  June^  and  the  liability 
Df  Wood,  at  that  time,  could  only  be  for  the  first  in- 
»talment  of  601.  The  execution  of  that  deed  by  Wood 
is  admitted,  and  no  further  proof  of  it  is  necessary. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts 
of  the  case) : 

The  Defendants  purchased  this  property,  and  took  a 
conveyance  of  it  expressly  subject  to  the  mortgage,  which 
very  properly  contains  a  power  of  sale.  Is  it  possible 
to  cut  that  power  of  sale  out  of  the  deed,  and  say  that 
there  has  not  been  a  valid  sale  under  it  ?     I  think  not. 

The  society  have  advanced  their  money  without  any 
notice  of  the  conveyance  to  the  Defendants,  and  on  the 
belief  that  the  property  was  unincumbered.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  the  Defendants  take  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  and  that  they  are  necessarily  trustees  for  the 
mortgagees,  and  for  the  Plaintiff  who  claims  under 
them. 

As  to  the  proof  of  the  deed,  when  the  execution  of  a 
deed  and  of  the  payment  of  the  consideration  money  is 
contested  by  a  third  party,  it  is  impossible,  upon  the 
admission  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  and  proof  of  the 
signature  of  the  receipt,  to  dispense  with  the  usual 

proof 

(a)  1  Jtir.  {N,  S.)  126.  (c)  20  Beav.  145. 

(h)  7  Ibid.  566. 
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proof  by  Ihe  attesting  witness.  If  the  execution  of  a 
deed  is  disputed,  you  must  prove  it  by  the  attesting 
witness  in  order  to  give  to  the  opposite  party  the  opp<np- 
tunity  of  cross-examining  him. 

I  assume  that  the  deed  of  the  2nd  of  June,  1849|i:» 
a  valid  deed  as  between  the  parlies  thereto.  I  decide 
nothing  as  to  that,  but  I  say,  that  the  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  to  the  Defendants,  if  attempted  to  be  used 
against  the  building  society,  was  fraudulent  and  void, 
and  that  the  Defendants  to  whom  Wood  conveyed  the 
legal  estate  are  trustees  of  it  for  the  society  and  those 
claiming  under  them,  and  are  bound  to  convey  it  to 
them. 

I  will  make  a  declaration  to  that  effect  with  costs. 


Note.— Affirmed  by  Lord  Cran worth,  L.C.,  25th  July,  1805(34 
L.  J.,  Ckanc.  646). 


1866. 
Jpr.  25. 
A  person  vo* 
luiitarily  gave 
bis  promisiiory 
note  to  trustees 
for  his  natural 
child,  and  de- 
posited with 
them  the  title- 
deeds  for  the 
purpose  of 
carrying  into 
effect  bis  inten- 
tion as  to  the 
promissory 
note: — Held, 
that  a  valid 
trust  had  been 
created. 


ARTHUR  r.  CLARKSON, 

npHE  testator  made  several  wills,  by  which  he  gave 

100/.  to  his  natural  daughter  Jane  absolutely,  and 

1,000/.  to  his  natural  daughter  Hannah  and  her  children. 

On  the  29th  of  December,  1862,  the  testator  gave  his 
promissory  note  for  1,000/.,  payable  to  two  friends,  in 
trust  for  Hannah  and  her  children,  and  bis  promissory 
note,  to  the  same  persons,  for  100/.,  in  trust  for  JdM. 
He  afterwards  made  another  will,  by  which  he  gave 
nothing  to  his  daughters,  and  stated,  that  he  bad,  bf 
promissory  notes  of  even  date,  "  made  payable  to  bit 

two  trustees/'  provided  for  Hannah  and  Jane. 

the 
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The  promissory  notes  were  delivered  to  the  trustees, 
together  with  a  box  containing  the  testator's  title  deed, 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  his  intention  with 
respect  to  the  promissory  notes.  They  remained  in  the 
trustees'  possession  down  to  the  testator's  death  in  May^ 
1864. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  declared. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  C  Hall  for  the  Plaintiffs. 
The  trustees  cannot  recover  on  the  promissory  notes  at 
law,  for  want  of  consideration,  and  therefore  an  effectual 
trust  has  not  been  created.  The  deeds,  if  delivered 
over  for  the  purposes  alleged,  can  only  stand  as  a 
security  for  what  is  recoverable  by  virtue  of  the  promis- 
sory notes. 

Mr.  Jessel  for  Hannah  and  her  child,  Mr.  Williamson 
for  the  trustees,  and  Mr.  RowcUffe  for  Jane^  argued 
that  there  was  a  perfect  trust  created  by  the  deposit  of 
the  deeds  for  the  amount  of  the  promissory  notes. 

They  cited  Zfoyrfv.  Chume{a)\  Dawson  v.  Keartbn{h)\ 
JBurhiUs  v.  Ransom  (c). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

The  promissory  notes  were  given  to  secure  the  two 
sums,  and  the  deeds  were  deposited  in  trust  to  secure 
the  amount.  There  is  evidence  of  that,  and  there  is  no 
getting  over  it. 


If  a  man  gave  the  title  deeds  of  his  estate  to  A.  B., 

and 

r)  2  Giff.  441.  (e)  2  Colt.  395. 

^  SSm.^  Giff.  186. 
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Abtbur 

V. 

Claresov. 


and  said,  ''keep  them  as  a  security  for  1,000/.  for  dj 
brother,*'  aod  gave  his  promissory  notes  at  the  nne 
time  for  that  amount,  it  would  be  a  ralid  trust,  which 
could  not  be  defeated. 


I  roust  direct  payment  of  the  1,000/.  and  100[.with 
interest,  if  assets  of  the  testator  be  admitted. 


Apr.  26. 

A  decree  for 
specific  per- 
formance was 
made  against 
a  purchaser  in 
possession,  but 
tie  was  unable 
to  complete 
the  purchase. 
The  Court 
rescinded  the 
contract  and 
ordered  the 
purchaser  to 
pay  to  the  ven- 
dor the  rents 
received  by 
him,  together 
with  the  costs 
of  suit  and 
those  occa- 
sioned by 
the  non-com- 
pletion of  the 
purchase. 


CLARK  V.  WALLIS. 

rriHlS  was  a  suit,  instituted  by  a  vendor  against  the 
purchaser  in  possession,  for  the  specific  perform* 
ance  of  the  contract.  The  decree  was  made  on  the 
20th  of  December,  1865,  with  costs,  and  the  Chief 
Clerk  had  reported  in  favor  of  the  title. 

The  purchaser  was  unable  to  pay  the  purchase-money 
and  complete  the  contract. 

Mr.  Jones  Bateman  now  moved  to  rescind  the 
contract. 

He  cited  Sweet  v.  Meredith  (a) ;  and  see  FoUgno  t.. 
Martin  {b);  Simpson  v.  Terry  (c). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

All  I  can  do  is  this  :— I  will  order  the  contract  to  be 
rescinded  and  the  Defendant  to  deliver  up  possession  of 
the  estate  to  the  Plaintiff.  Then  take  an  account  of 
the  rents  received  by  the  Defendant,  and  tax  ibe 
Plaintiff's  costs  occasioned  by  the  non-completion  of 

the 

(a)  4  Gif,  207.  (c)  34  Beav.  423. 

(6)  16  Beav.  586. 
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the  purchase  and  his  subsequent  costs.  The  Plaintiff 
must  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  amount  out  of  the 
1162.  paid  to  him  on  account  of  the  purchase-money. 
If  that  should  be  insuflScient,  the  Defendant  must  pay 
the  deBciency. 

Note.— Urg.  Lib.  1866,  A.,  948. 


DALTON  V.  FURNESS. 

Apr.  19,  23. 

A   WRIT  of  fi.  fa.  issued  out  of  this  Court  to  the  Whether  a 

•^     sherift'of  the  county  of  Southampton,  against  the  f  bnUHntel-! 

goods  of  the  Huxley  Railway.     On  the  9th  of  March,  pleader  in  re- 

1865»  the  sheriff  seized  some  rails  and  other  chattels  tJhich^^itir  ' 

on  the  railway.     But,  on  the  same  day,  Furness,  the  alleged  he  has 

11.  .  .        •      ./y.    1        wrongfully 

contractor  to  the  Ime,  gave  notice  to  the  sberin  that  seized,  qu^re. 

the  property  seized  belonged  to  him,  and  he  gave  a  ^hoSass^zed 

second  notice  on  the  14th.     On  the  16th  of  March  the  goods  under  a 

sheriff  was  ordered  to  make  his  return  to  the  writ  on  out  o/this"^ 

the  17th.     On  the  19th  of  March,  he  filed  a  bill  of  in-  Court,  and 

terpleader  against  Furness  and  the  judgment  creditors;  claimed  by  a 

but  he  did  this  without  having  previously  informed  the  ^^^^^  P^J'^* 

°  '  ^  cannot  file  a 

judgment  creditors  of  the  claim  set  up  by  the  con-  bill  of  inter- 
tractor.  The  Plaintiff,  on  the  2l8t  of  March,  gave  f/hi'g"vin 
notice  of  motion  for  the  usual  interpleading  order,  and,  notice  to  the 
on  that  day,  the  judgment  creditors,  for  the  first  time,  ^dhOT°of"the^** 

had  notice  of  the  contractor's  claim,  and  on  the  22nd  adverse  claims 
1  t  ».  .  n   r,  1         .  .  ,  *o  the  goods 

they  wrote  to  the  solicitors  of  Furness  that  they  would  seized. 

authorize  the  sheriff  to  withdraw. 

The  motion  stood  over,  and  the  judgment  creditors 
abandoned  all  claim  to  the  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff. 

The  motion  was  now  (19th  April)  brought  on,  and 

the 


IIPR.         ^   ^'^r  ti*.e«£itifE    'i«r  H^F'!,in>?nl   mK.  «i»  ai|^  to 
■^'■^'        ixr  lie  rHBs  IT  lie:  soil 


Ki-  '^xnuB'  inr  lie  PamnE.  T^  Phalir  s  a 
jusr^  Hiiri.^Tfimer.  ▼in  iik§  uz  -yenriny"  ifllerert  ii  Ae 
jiatasr  le  »  :aiersiin»  -Buir.i-ft  i»  cxau  oa  tihe  I)^ 
>tniiaiirs  -a  urtsniiai^  -CmaefDieanlx,  kii  costs  ooglit 
'ai  le  is&iiL  1^  ^le  I.'fsnixaa.^  :r  zmt  k£  dieo.  Be 
•Tii-i     ^/nR*if    T    JLupucx    L.z    EzLt   t.    Tlf   Sfion 

M-.  ^.inerzi  iir  /Tc-fcau  Tii»  $i«frir  us  wTongliillj 
f^zAt  Fwrvsm'i  r:r.ca>^  Tiisre  rza  be  no  interpleader 
-•ae?^  z:u*r*  -m  i  'Prmsr^il  tirng:  asd  Loid  Ufa 
tJniiTic  tnar  i  f&isr^  ^ca>i  boc  £ie  a  bill  of  iDte^ 
pieftSifr:  .SJif^.i3ii  ▼.  ffva^dm'i*.  Tbe  Pbintiff  oight 
"Lwnizn  t:  pay  ti*  easts  c/  ifea  *«H-    He  aho  referred 

Mr.  Spatdy  fcr  the  j*£gTLent  creditors,  argoed  tkal 
this  Coart  had  do  jaradictioo  in  the  present  case ;  that 
the  sheriff  coaki  not  compel  an  iQteq>leader  in  thii 
Coort,  and  that,  before  filing  a  bill  of  interpleader,  be 
was  boaod  to  infcnn  tbe  judgment  creditots  of  tke 
adrerse  claims,  and  gire  them  the  opportunity  of  de- 
ciding on  the  course  they  would  take.  That,  at  law,  the 
sheriflT  never  got  costs,  and  the  parties  were  put  co 
terms  not  to  bring  an  action  against  him.  He  cited 
I  ^2  mil.  4,  c.  58;  1^2  Fie/,  c.  48,  «.  2 ;  23^24 
Vict.  c.  126,  «.  12,  13;  CAitiy^s  ArehboU  {g);  and 
see  Chittys  Stat.  (A). 

Mr. 

(a)  20  Beat.  47.  W  29  L.  J.  {Ckane.)nS. 

ib)  4  Drew.  492.  {.f)   Vol.  2,  p.  105. 

(f)  5  5i»fi.  19.  (g)  Page  1315. 

{(/)  1  Vci.  i  B.  334.  (1;  Vol.  2,  tit.  Interpietder. 
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Mr,  Gardiner  in  reply.  This  Ji.  fa.  issued  out  of 
chancery,  and  therefore  the  sheriff  could  not  apply  to 
a  Court  of  Law.  The  cases  before  Lord  Cotlenham 
and  the  yice-Chancellor  of  England  are  distinct  autho- 
rities for  the  proposition  that  the  acts  cited  do  not  apply 
to  a  Court  of  Equity;  and  Tufton  v.  Harding  (a) 
nhows  that  the  sheriff  is  strictly  a  mere  stakeholder 
liaving  no  interest,  and  that  he  may  file  such  a  bill  as 
the  present. 


1866. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  I  am  afraid  the  sheriff  is  in  the  wrong. 
Being  intrusted  with  a  fi.  fa,  against  the  railway  com- 
pany, he  levies  on  the  goods  of  a  contractor  which  were 
lying  on  the  line  of  railway,  and  ostensibly  the  pro- 
perty of  the  company.  Thereupon  the  contractor  gives 
notice  to  the  sheriff  that  the  goods  are  his,  and  not  those 
of  the  company,  and  he  threatens  to  bring  an  action 
Against  the  sheriff  if  they  are  not  restored  to  hini. 
The  levy  took  place  on  the  9th  of  March ^  1866,  and 
the  contractor  gave  notice  on  the  same  day.  Afterwards, 
on  the  14th  of  March^  he  gave  a  second  notice,  by 
which  he  made  a  distinction  between  the  two  sorts  of 
rails.  He  said  that  those  rails  which  weighed  forty 
pounds  by  the  yard  and  upwards  were  his,  and  that  those 
which  were  not  of  that  weight  belonged  to  the  company ; 
but,  he  added,  you  must  make  the  distinction.  He  also 
claimed  the  rolling  stock  to  be  his. 


Apr  23. 


The  sheriff  gave  no  notice  of  this  to  the  judgment 
creditors,  who   knew   nothing  about    the  contractor's 
claim ;  and  on  the  16th  of  March^  the  judgment  cre- 
ditors 

(a)  29  Law  J.  {Chanc.)  225. 
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1866.  ditors  obtained  an  order  on  (he  sheriflT  to  make  his 
return  on  the  17th,  and  which  would,  of  coureei  be 
followed  by  an  attachment  if  he  did  not  make  it. 

The  sheriff  filed  his  interpleader  bill  on  the  19th  of 
Marchj  and  gave  notice  of  motion  for  the  22nd.  But 
it  was  not  until  the  21st  that  the  judgment  creditors 
had  any  knowledge  of  what  had  been  actually  seized,  or 
what  had  been  claimed  by  the  contractor. 

The  notice  of  motion  stood  over  until  next  day.    It 
was  not  heard  then,  but  they  asked  time  to  look  into 
the  matter,  and  it  stood  over  until  the  second  seal  in 
Easter  Term  (19th  April).     On  that  day,  the  judgment 
creditors  say,  '^we  find  that  these  goods  were  not  Ihe 
property  of  the  railway  company,  and  we  disclaim  any 
interest  in  them,  and  we  should  have  done  so  if  the  sheriff 
had  applied  to  us  before." 

Upon  which,  the  sheriflf  gives  up  the  goods;  but  be 
now  says  to  the  judgment  creditors,  "my  costs  of 
this  suit  you  must  pay  me."  The  judgment  creditors,  on 
the  other  hand,  say,  ''  you  had  no  right  to  file  a  bill  of 
interpleader  at  all,  you  seized  the  goods  at  you  own 
peril,  and  you  ought  to  have  given  us  notice  of  the 
adverse  claim."  They  refered  to  the  case  of  Slingshy  v. 
J3olton(a),  where  Lord  Eldon  lays  down  the  proposition 
tliat  a  sheriflT  cannot  file  a  bill  of  interpleader  at  all,  he 
being  bound  to  take  the  goods  at  his  own  peril.  I 
doubt,  having  reference  to  more  modern  decisions, 
whether  I  should  be  disposed  to  fix  the  rule  so  tightly  as 
to  say  that  a  sheriff  cannot  file  a  bill  of  interpleader  at  all. 
But  it  is  clear  that  he  cannot  do  so  until  he  has  in- 
formed the  judgment  creditors  of  the  adverse  claim,  and 

ascertained 
(a)  1   Vet,  4  Bea,  334. 
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aBcertained  whether  they  claim  the  goods  he  has  seized, 
or  will  give  them  up.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  sheriff,  who  has  not  done  this,  is  in  the  wrong,  and 
that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff. 


JOYCE  V.  RAWLINS. 

Apr.  26. 

Ti/TR.  Je'/iVGDOiV^  applied,  under  the  15  k  16  Vict.  An  order  to  re- 

c.  86,  s.  52,  for  an  order  to  revive  against  the  i5^&"i6  Fir/? 

executors  of  a  deceased  Defendant.    They  had  not  as  «.  86,  s.  52, 

cannot  be  ob* 
yet  proved  the  will  of  their  testator,  but  it  was  alleged  uined  againtt 

that  they  had  acted.  executora  who 

•'  have  not 

proved  the 

He  argued   that  as  the  Plaintiff  might  file  a  bill  ftejedlhej 

against  executors  who  had  acted,  so  he  might  equally  have  acted. 

obtain  the  order  now  asked. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  an  ordinary  case  for  revivor  by 
order.  You  must  cite  the  executors  in  the  Probate 
Court  and  get  a  properly  constituted  legal  personal  re- 
presentative. 


VOL.  XXXT— III.  H  H 


ALSTON  ».  TROLLOPE. 

Lt  in  Ktminis-  '^  |^  ^  Z.^  I'O JT  ^iied  rnfiescsfefS;.  jsst^Ti^  a  viiiGv  and 
tnnnn  «iit.-he 


anri  iil  -he  vr-  rj^izrx^ 

''*»MOC  inis 

X^uTtxl"^         Tiift  «u  2  fiifc  £br  dbe  adaiiiiBtnaaa  of  kk  eitaley 

CiHvt.'UKiliu'i  akr^  oa  c^  osoal  refmoce  scizie  of  hs  ddbts  a^ipcnred 

««« tT-hlT'     ^  ^  faarrwr  faj  the  Statute  of  liaxitauioasw    Tbe  vidov 


ftrtbu  vHica  and  f^t:;.r  or  the  children  woe  dcsiroaft  that  these  debts 
««r«  kir;«d  ^>a.d  be  pftid,  and  they  decEsed  taking  the  objectioQ. 
^^^  - , ,  Bt:  th«  fifth  son,  who  had  soce  to  Atmeriea  in  1862  and 
mrtfirtw*.  Ta*  had  joiaed  the  coafederate  annj  bat  was  beliercd  to  be 
^^^^^  dead,  not  being  before  the  Coort,  the  Chief  Clefktboaght 
taufij  the  ntk,  he  was  boaod  himaelf  to  take  the  objection  of  the  statute, 
'nJZ^Kidi    awl  he  disallowed  these  debts. 

This  was  a  motioo  to  vmnr  the  certificate. 


Mr.  O.  Margam^  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued  that  there 
was  DO  case  in  which  the  Coait  itself  had  insisted  on 
taking  the  objection.  That  the  administratrix  fully  re- 
presented the  estate  and  was  not  bound  to  take  the 
objection,  though  she  might  hereafter  be  answerable  for 
not  doing  so. 

[The  Master  of  the  Rolls:  The  question  is,  whether 
I  should  take  the  objection.  My  diflSculty  is,  that  if 
the  son  were  here  he  would  be  entitled  to  insist  on  the 
statute  as  a  bar.] 

Mr.    Martineau,   for    the   widow   and   all   the   four 

children, 
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children,  supported  the  application,  and,  on  behalf  of 
the  widow,  offered  to  run  the  risk.  He  stated  that  the 
assets  amounted  to  1,000/.,  while  the  debts  were  about 
600/.  in  all.  See  Shewen  v.  Vanderhorst  {a) ;  Fuller  v. 
Redman  (A);  Phillips  v.  Beal{c). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  shall  not  raise  the  objection,  but  it  must  be  under- 
stood that  the  administratrix  pays  these  debts  at  her 
own  peril,  and  that  I  do  not  give  her  any  sanction  for 
doing  so.  I  will  direct  the  payment,  and  it  must  appear 
on  the  order  that  the  administratrix  does  not  choose  to 
raise  the  objection  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  to  the 
payment  of  these  debts,  and  that  all  the  parties  to  the 
suit  consent  to  their  payment. 

(a)  1  Rtui.  i  Myl.  347,  and  (6)  20  Beav,  614. 

2  Ibid.  75.  (r)  32  Ibid.  26. 


THE  ALEXANDRA  HALL  COMPANY. 
ROEBUCKS  CASE. 

May  8,  24. 

npHIS  was  an  application  by  Mr.  Roebuch,  under  the  Where  an  ac- 
^  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  35,  to  rectify  the  register  fo^eillsra"^^^ 
by  omitting  his  name.  >«  which  the 

question  whe- 
ther the  De- 
It  appeared  that  he  had  applied  for  shares  in  March,  fmdant  is  or 

1865,  and  that  an  allotment  had  been  made,  but  the  JoldVllXie 
applicant  had  repudiated  his  liability.     His  name  having  determined, 
been  inserted  on  the  register,  the  company,  in  August,  an  application 

1866,  brought  an  action  at  law  against  him  for  the  calls,  ^y  ^"^*^  ^^~ 

'  ^  ^  fendant  to  cor- 

In  rcct  the  regis- 
ter, by  omitting 
hit  name,  will  postpone  its  decision  until  the  result  of  the  action  is  known. 

H  h2 


'  VJL        li  -T;jpc»ji«'^  '  ^Sl^  :ie  mrzJoL  wi*  stami,  for  the  oob- 
-^•^^^       zsLi-j  z.'  rT*  fenr-rn^ i3r  piisa,  asus  as  foitber  prooeedine 

C««.  jf^    Sffjcjt  tiii   M".  AcriBrTA  in  nippott  of  the 

M.'.  Sivrir^ifz^  iZ0Z  Mr.  RAertf^  eomtri, 

Mr.  Scoeji  Li  ^'j- 

A  5?ct«  Knutrngtam  Hotd  Ccmpamg  (a) ;  Shrapdm 
Uwum  v.  Jitfi&nxM  i  ;  /■  re  Tie  Briiisk  Smgar  Rejbtuig 
OompaMy  >;.  were  dted. 

Tke  yikSTEM  cfthe  Rous. 

I  ccTisider  that  the  Lords  Jostices  have  decided  tlus: 
that  where  an  actico  is  broogfat  in  which  the  qoestioQ 
whether  the  Defecdant  is  or  not  a  shareholder  will  be 
tried,  and  an  application  is  made  to  this  Court  to  correct 
the  register,  this  Court  will  sospeod  making  any  order 
on  it  oDtil  the  action  has  been  tried.  I  will  take  care 
that  this  action  is  tried  speedily,  and  if  the  company 
should  not  give  secnrity  for  costs  before  the  first  day  of 
next  term,  I  shall  know  how  to  dispose  of  the  appli- 
cation. 

The  matter  stood  over,  the  Respondents  undertaking 
to  give  security  in  the  action. 


May  24.  The  security  for  costs  having  been  given, 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  said  the  question  must 
be  tried  at  law. 

(a)  12  Law  T.  259.  (r)  3  Kay  ^  J,  40a 

(b)  8  Exch.  Rep.  401. 
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BELANEY  v.  BELANEY. 

May  2b, 
rr^HIS  was  a  special  case  for  obta'ming  the  opinion  of  A.  B.,  being 
the  Court  on  the  construction  of  the  will  of  a  tes-  °eIle^boW*imr- 

tator,  dated  in  May,  1865.  ^^^^  tj^e  re- 

version in-  fee 
and  had  it  con- 
At  the  date  of  his  will  and  at  his  death,  the  testator  veyed  to  a 

was  the  owner  of  a  house  and  plot  of  ground  at  Croydon  p^eMiv  tlmt 

under  the  two  indentures  which  are  next  stated.  the  term  might 

not  merge.  He 
afterwards  be- 
By  an  assignment,  dated  the  27th  of  July,  1864,  this  queathed  to  his 

property  was,  in  consideration  of  825/.,  assigned  to  the  JIJj[o]  *of  u-, 

testator  for  the  residue  of  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  personal  pro- 

sobject  to  a  rent  of  8/.  2«.  6d.  and^ffectfof 

every  and 
The  testator  occupied  the  premises,  and   by  an  in-  ^{^^",^7^*^ 
denture,  dated  the  12th  of  January,  1865,  and  made  might  be:— 
between  Jones  of  the  first  part,  the  testator  of  the  second  that  the  wal 
part,  and  Cotton  (a  trustee)  of  the  third  part,  after  re-  "tate  did  not 
citing  the  lease  and  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  condly,  that  the 
testator  to  purchase  the  fee  simple  of  the  property,  '«^nn  did  not 
subject  to  the  lease,  for  220/.,  and  reciting  that  the  tes-  beritance,  but 
tator  was  desirous  that  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years  ^^^^^  ^°  **** 
should  not  merge,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the 
said  hereditaments  should  be  assured  in  manner  after 
mentioned,  Jones  conveyed  the  property  to  Cotton  in 
fee  and  the  rent  of  8/.  2s.  Qd.  &c.,  to  hold  (subject  to 
the  lease)  in  trust  for  the  testator,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
and  to  be  conveyed  and  disposed  of  as  he  or  they  should 
direct. 

Being  thus  entitled  to  the  property,  the  testator,  on 
the  23rd  of  May,  1865,  made  his  will  as  follows : — 

"  I  hereby  appoint  my  beloved  wife,  Juliana  Mary 

Henrietta, 
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Henrietta,  my  whole  and  sole  administratrix  of  this  my 
said  last  will  and  testament  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  said  wife  the  whole  of  my  personal  property ,  estate 
and  effects  of  every  and  whatsoever  kind  they  may  be  for 
her  sole  use  and  benefit" 

The  testator  died  on  the  Ist  day  of  June,  1865. 

The  widow  contended,  that  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  willy  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  the 
testator  in  the  premises,  under  the  indentures  of  assign- 
ment, were  effectually  given  and  passed  to  her  by  the 
general  gift 

The  heir-at-law,  on  the  other  hand,  contended,  that 
the  estate  and  interest  of  the  testator  under  the  assign- 
ment were  not  effectually  given  and  did  not  pass  to 
the  widow,  but  were,  or,  at  all  events,  that  the  rever- 
sion in  fee  simple  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the 
said  term  of  ninety-nine  years  was,  undisposed  of  and 
descended  to  him  the  heir. 

Mr.  E.  Charles  for  the  widow.  Both  the  term  and  the 
fee  simple  passed  to  the  widow,  or,  at  all  events,  the  term 
passed  to  her.  First,  this  is  a  gift  of  his  **  personal  pro- 
perty "  and  also  a  gift  of  his  "  estate,"  which  latter  word 
is  unrestricted  by  the  adjective  *'  personal."  The  cases 
establish  that  the  word  '^estate"  applies  both  to  realty 
and  personalty  and  that  it  must  have  its  full  signification, 
unless  express  words  can  be  found  in  the  will  shewing 
a  contrary  intention.  Again,  the  circumstance  that  the 
word  "estate"  occurs  in  the  middle  of  words  which 
apply  to  personalty  does  not  cut  down  its  extended  sig- 
nification, if  the  other  words  are  sufficient  to  pass  the 
personal  estate;  Terrelv,  Page  (a);  Tilleyy.  Simpson  (b); 

Jongtma 

{a)  I  Chanc.  Cut,  262.  (6)  2  Term  Rep,  659,  n. 
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Jomgxma  v.  Jonggma  (a) ;  Dw  d.  Evans  v.  Evans  (ft)  ; 
O^TaoU  v.  Browne  (c);  Midland  Counties  Railway 
Company  v.  Oswin  (d) ;  Noel  v.  Hoy  (e). 

Secondly,  the  term  at  least  passed  to  the  widow.  It 
was  purposely  kept  alive  as  a  term  in  gross,  and  was 
not  a  satisfied  term  attending  the  inheritance;  Gunter  v. 
Ounier  (J). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  not  trouble  the  Defendant  on  the  first  point,  for 
I  must  strike  out  the  word  ''  personal "  to  make  the  will 
include  freeholds. 

The  cases  referred  to  were  cases  in  which,  after  a  long 
enumeration  of  particulars  relating  to  personal  chattels 
the  word  '^estate"  was  used,  and  the  question  was, 
whether  it  was  to  be  treated  as  a  word  ejusdem  generis^ 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  have  no  application  to  this 
case.  Here  the  testator  gives  ''  the  whole  of  my  per- 
sonal property,  estate  and  eflfects  of  every  and  whatso- 
ever kind  they  may  be."  If  he  intended  to  give  her  all 
bis  freehold  as  well  as  his  personal  estate,  it  was  wholly 
unnecessary  for  him  to  insert  the  word  *'  personal."  If  I 
were  to  hold  that  the  word  '^ personal"  applied  only 
to  his  "property'*  and  not  to  his  "estate,"  I  must 
introduce  something  between  the  words  "property" 
and  "estate,"  and  read  it  thus : — "the  whole  of  my  per- 
Bonal  property  and  the  whole  of  my  estate  and  effects". 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  gift  of  personal  property 
and  estate  only,  and  that  the  real  estate  does  not  pass 

thereby  {g). 

Mr. 

(a)  1  Cox,  362.  (/)  23  Beav.  571. 

(6)  9  Adol.  4*  E.  719.  (g)    See  Coord  v.  Holdemen, 

(c)  3  Ell.  Sf  m.  bn.  20  Beiitf,  147;   Woollam  v.  Ken- 

(d)  1  CoU.  74.  worthif,  9  Vet.  143. 

(e)  5  Madd.  38. 


St.  Imsst  ssrv.  IK  lie  «bsbic  poiBt.  The  term  did 
-SLXiams  n  -se  vonw  r  s  bxc  merged,  fa«l  it  has  beooow 
=37^  -aiffEg  sac  iK^ei  vmt  lie  iiriienuooe.  The  tet- 
aLLT  vi^r  n^Tt-r  n.  "k.  mu  zmur  nic  be  cmDed  his  own 
•^Bs^  SI  te^  iz  TP  nft  i^vx  7ESC  ic-  tiwEg  if^  voA  there 

THEL     Tie  "^iLc,  ■£  auL  ni^vx  n  Swydfci'^  FeMbrs(a), 
SKf«&  rr^  -zns  -z^-n  ■nPTiiHT  i2e  izJieiituice ;  Dowm 

x'       J^iitf  V    CM«ie   r  :  d^ef  t.  Gbrdlar(f)\ 


1~  ^e  iiSGiair  iiac  msc  noefxue.  his  vidow  wooM 
nrv!  lesi  «n:tiA*x  u  fil've'.  Tue  teroi  was  Tirtnmliy 
rnra:tj»niiEtr  v*cr  ::2is  is^.  sue  jgnr^'aQcd  with  it  oo  the 


rW  M^^nx  IT  She  Kc&u. 


I  fli;  11IC  nssttis  ^  aat^  iiie  aailwki  of  any  of  the 
r<Q«L  2I1C  1  zunJL  i3ftST  dd  Boc  applj  to  this  per- 
rir.iisb*  cine.  Tm  ieosmia^  t^t  when  a  legal  term  is 
v^sGni  n  X  mscse  u  ne  ;«-9ca  eotiikd  to  the  inherit- 
ia:«.  soca  persca  as  cscuds  lo  ctii  oo  the  trustee  to 
MB^  I3i»  ofTsi  te  adsu  and  tk»  testator  migbt  have 
o.oe  WL 

Here  ne  ressi&six  kft»  takeo  care  to  preserre  it  as  a 
term  m  ^ross^  by  CL&via^  tiie  fee  cooTeyed  to  a  trustee 
expressly  in  order  uat  the  term  any  not  merge. 
There  is  do  qaesdoa  thai  this  term  b  personal  estate, 
and  the  testator  beqneatbs  the  whole  of  his  personal 
csute  to  his  wife.     This  betsg  personal  estate  at  law, 

why 

(«,   rWL  X  ^  S7  vlvki  M4/.)  (O  3  JUL  67. 

(*j  1  Ifrm.  lOft.  CO  9  Fct.  £09. 

\c\  Ik^.  1.  'g)  tWd.n. 
(^  3  CAnr.  R^.  S3. 
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why  is  it  not  to  pass  to  her?  The  equitable  doctriDe  1866. 
that  a  term  is  to  go  with  the  inheritance  is  another 
question ;  and  if  this  testator  had  left  the  land  to  another 
person,  it  might  be  that  it  went  with  the  inheritance ; 
but  be  died  intestate  as  to  the  inheritance.  If  the  tes- 
tator had  died  intestate  altogether,  and  the  question 
bad  arisen  between  the  heir  and  the  next  of  kin,  I  think 
the  term  would  have  gone  to  the  heir;  but  when  the 
testator  has  kept  the  term  alive,  and  has  given  the 
whole  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  widow,  I  think  he 
must  have  intended  to  include  the  term.  1  am  therefore 
of  opinion  that  it  passed  to  the  widow. 


Note. — ^Tbe  widow  appealed,  but  the  case  was  affirmed  on  both 
poinU  by  Lord  Chelnu/ord,  L.C.,  14th  January,  1867,  36  L.  J. 
(Cibiur.)  265. 


RelRV.  RAILWAY  FINANCE  COMPANY 

(LIMITED). 

Mtitf  24,  28. 
A     PETITION  had  been  presented  by  a  creditor  to  An  order  for 
-"^     wind  up  this  company,  but,  before  it  had  been  *^**  appoint- 
beard,  the  Petitioner  obtained   ex  parte  an  order  for  Official  Litjui* 
the  appointment  of  a  Provisional  Liquidator.  f"  »ar°«  befow 

an  order  to 
wind  up  the 
Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Cottrell,  for  the  company,  company  had 

now  applied  to  discharge  the  order,  contending  that  it  discharged! 

was  irregular  to  appoint  a  liquidator  until  an  order  had 

been  made  to  wind  up  the  company  ;  see  25  §f  26  Vict. 

e.  89,  s.  92. 


Mr.  Swantton,  contri. 

The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Tie 
Thb  Railway       '   never    appoint  a   Provisional  Liquidator  until  it 

FiNAMCE  Co.   appears  that  the  company  mast  be  wound  up. 
I  must  discbarge  the  order. 


June  5. 


EDWARDES  v.  JONES.    (No.  2.) 


A  testator  de-   riiRE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in   1835,  gave  as 

vited  to  each  of    -I        /  •  • 

his  four  daugh-  follows:— 

and  gardeiTat  "  "^'^^  '  B*^^'  devise  and  bequeath  unto  eacb  of  my 
G.,  to  be  built  daughters  Mary  Ann,  Sarah,  Eliza  and  Margaretta 
of  hit  ex-  ^"^  ^h^^>*  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  a  house  and  garden 
5^"'*!^*'  *f  '"  ^^^  village  of  Gwynfii,  free  of  rent,  if  they  feel  in- 
requiring  the '  clined  to  live  in  the  said  village,  but   not  otherwise, 

house,  one  was  ^i^j^j^   j^^^g^         houses  is  or  are  to  be  built  at  the 

built  with  a 

garden  by  D.,  expense  of  my  executors." 

the  executor, 

who  was  also 

residuary  The  testator  died  in  1835. 

legatee  and 

devisee : — 

diluiof^D*^*      After  the  testator's  death,  his  daughter  IfofyartfOa 

that  the  gift      and  her  husband  requested  his  son  Daniel  (who  was 

and  ihat^M  *    residuary  devisee  and  legatee  and  also  executor)  to  build 

was  entitled  to  a  dwelling-house  on  some  part  of  the  testator's  real 

garden.  estate  in  the  village  of  Gwynjil,  and  he  accordingly,  in 

1841-2,  erected  a  house  on  the  testator's  estate,  which 

was  called  "  T'yiwe/tn." 

Daniel  Lewis  died  in  1851,  and  Margaretta  and  her 
husband  took  possession  of  TymelirC'  (as  they  said)  in 
1851,  but  they  went  to  reside  in  it  in  1861.  They  now 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  **  TymelinJ' 

The 
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The  Chief  Clerk  considered  the  devise  void  for  on-        1866. 
certalntyi  and  that  **  Tymelin**  formed  part  of  the  tes- 
tator's residuary  estate.    This  was  a  motion  to  vary  the 
certificate. 

Mr.  Chitty  for  Margaretta.  It  is  said  that  this  gift 
18  void  for  uncertainty,  but  the  rule  of  law  is  this  : — id 
cerium  est  quod  eertvm  reddi  potest.  If  the  gift  had 
been  considered  invalid,  no  inquiry  would  have  been 
directed  by  the  Court  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
Time  is  no  bar,  for  no  period  is  mentioned  within  which 
the  option  is  to  be  exercised ;  and  it  is  not  an  immediate 
devise,  but  was  to  operate  when  the  daughter  **  felt 
inclined  to  live  in  the  said  village." 

He  cited  Grace  Marshalts  Case  (a)  ;  Bobson  v.r 
JBlachburn  (ft)  ;  Jacques  v.  Chambers  (c)  ;  Wood  v. 
JDrew  {d) ;  Duckmanton  v.  JDuckmanton  {e)  ;  Jarman  on 
Wills  (/) ;  Coke  Litt.  (g). 

Mr.  JEveritt,  contra,  argued  that  the  gift  was  too  in- 
definite and  was  void  for  uncertainty,  for  the  size  and 
nature  of  the  house  and  extent  of  the  garden  were  un- 
defined. Secondly,  that  the  claim  was  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations. 

He  referred  to  Jones  v.  Hancock  (A) ;  Jarman  on 
Wills  (i). 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  Margaretta  is  entitled  to  have  the  certificate 
varied,    llie  meaning  of  this  devise  is,  that  any  of  the 

daughters, 

(a)  Dyer,  281  a.  ( /)   Vol,  1,  p.  335  (3rrf  edit.) 
(h)  1  M^L  Sf  K.  671.  \g)  Pai^e  145  a. 

(O  2  Coll.  435.  (A)  4  Dom,  145. 

{d)  38  heav.  610.  (i)   Vol.  l,p.  207. 

(e)  5  Hurl.  ^  N.  219. 


I^Tn  CASgl  ISF  CSaJCEBT. 


^"^"'^  ^xvymL  vas.  loan  inniicanixii  3i  die  GKenfior,  entkM 
^*°^  :a  iiave  i  dame  sniit  wnli  ;&  zardesL  jfttachrri  tn  ic  It 
^'VBc  :*  lOMibje.  f  :iie  ^xecuor  Jfefe  aow  avins,  sod  ai 
-^  ^f  snoiicanon  ^vens  low  suae  to  lum.  mr  the  first  time, 
n  lave  a.  iuiiise  duiit  with  ;i  gurrtrn  iinarhnfy  that  he 
!iusht  iev.  **  dii*  is  too  uicsrtain :  I  da  not  knov 
vhac  fOKzea  if  iiause  or  ssudai  you  are  fiirillni  to:* 
oa  the  aiher  sde,  it  would  be  said^  the  hooae  and  gudca 
miut  be  af  the  characto-  oauai  in  the  village  of  GmgmfiL 
Bat,  nowevo'  thac  may  he,  I  think  that  the  partiei 
have  thetngeivea  die^aed  af  die  questioa  ;  ooe  of  the 
(bur  daashtos  has  applied  to  the  executor  to  bs3d  a 
hcose,  and  he  has  baiit  ane^  and  has  attached  a  gudca 
to  it.  Two  of  the  dan^ten  are  dead,  havra^  made  no 
cbtm  ;  the  third  is  residing  in  the  town^  and  the  fiiarth 
oiakcs  an  claim ;  but  she  may  still  make  one.  Toa  there* 
fere  knew  what  sort  of  house  it  most  he,  beca»»  the 
parties  themaeives  have  agreed  oo  that,  and  have  boSt 
one  accordingly. 

MargarettHj  having  a  riglit  to  exercise  the  optioOy  was 
the  fir^'t  person  who  claimed  to  reside  at  Tj^hcGb,  and  I 
think  that  she  is  entitled  to  it  in  fee  and  for  her  separate 
ose.  If  her  hnsband  wishes  to  be  heard  on  that 
pointy  he  mast  apply. 


CAS£S  IN  CHANCERY. 


OVERMAN  V.  OVERMAN. 

Apr.  19. 

A   DECREE    bad   been   made  in   this  suit,  and,  After  decree,  a 
pending  tbe  proceedings  in  Chambers,  the  Plain-  Sefective'by 
tiffin  September,  1865,  transferred  all  bis  interest  to  the  transfer  of 
trustees  for  tbe  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  no  proceed-  interest.  The 

ings  bad  been  taken  since  July,  1865.  Plaintiff  and 

■^  ^  his  transferees 

having,  after 

The  Defendants  gave  notice  to  the  PlainliflF  and  the  i^l^^\l^^^^[^^ 

trustees,  that  unless  they  took  steps  to  obtain  an  order  an  order  was 

of  revivor,  they  (the  Defendants)  would  do  so.    These  ^pifjatilin  of 

parties  having  taken  no  steps,  the  Defendants,  on  the  the  Defend- 
-,--.,  ,  .-  '        n  1       «nta,  for  an 

otu  o\  Aprily  gave  them  notice  of  motion  for  an  order  order  to  revive, 

of  revivor  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  52.  Bn^xhtu  they 

might  carry  on 
the  suit. 

Mr.  Chitty,  in  support  of  the  application,  relied  on 
Nobler  yf.  Stow  {a),  and  he  distinguished  this  case  from 
Dendy  v.  Dendy  (i).  He  said  that  a  simple  bill  of  re- 
vivor would  have  been  sufficient  before  the  statute,  and 
that  therefore  the  order  asked  was  now  authorized  by 
the  statute. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendants  may  take  an  order  to  revive  the  suit, 
and  that  they  may  carry  it  on  ;  in  substance,  an  order 
like  that  made  in  Noble  v.  Stow  {a). 

(a)  80  Beat.  512.  (6)  28  Law  T.  (0.  5.)  262. 


CASES  IX  Clf  ANCEKT. 


Jan.  30.  HARMAN  V.  GURNER. 

di^a"pS^'  rpHE  tc«tator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1862,  devised  to 
^  land  ^t.  A  his  son  and  his  heirs  "  all  that  his  freehold  ataU 
•treet  on  the     Situate  in  Three  Colt  Street,  Old  Ford,  Bow,  in  the 

ea>tandon  T.  ^^^^^    of  Middlesex:' 
ftreet  on  the  ^ 

west.     He 

Kli"°o„.i„      The  testator  died  in  1863. 

O.  street  and 

the  oiher  in  T»       -,-.  ,  i    .        «  .  ,      .  it,* 

atreet,  and  he        With  regard  to  this  property,  it  appeared  that,  m 

divided  the        1837   the  testator  had  purchased  a  plot  of  land  134  feet 

property  into  *  ■ 

two  portions,     by  15  feet,  which  abutted  on  Old  Ford  Road  towards 

^y^?J^T.'"ii^*  the  east,  and  on   Three  Colt  Street  on  the  west    In 

that  his  free-     1 838  he  erected  two  separate  houses,  one  fronting  Old 

situate  in  T.     Ford  Road  and  numbered  No.  4,  and  the  other  fronting 

.treet:"—        Three  Colt  Street  and  nuuibered  6.     He  divided  the 
Held,  that  the  ,  ,  .  ,  .,,/.., 

whole  property  two  gardens  which  were  at  the  backs  of  these  bouses, 
passed. 

There  was  some  parol  evidence  that  the  premises 
were  called  by  the  testator,  bis  freehold  property  in 
"  Three  Colt  Street.'' 


The  question  was,  whether  the  whole  of  this  property 
passed  to  the  son  under  the  devise. 

Mr.  Graham  Hastings,  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that 
the  whole  property  passed,  because  it  was  not  only  the 
testator's  freehold  estate  in  Three  Colt  Street,  but 
because  that  was  the  name  by  which  the  testator 
usually  designated  the  whole  of  this  property;  Newton 
V.  Lucas  {a), 

Mr. 
(a)  6  Sim.  54,  and  1   Myl.  ^  Craig,  391. 
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Mr.  Dauney  id  the  same  interest.  1866. 


Mr.  Croisley  for  the  residuary  legatee.  The  property  Harmah 
in  Three  Colt  Street^  which  exactly  fits  the  description,  Ourner. 
alone  passes.  The  other  premises  were  the  testator's 
''  estate  in  Old  Ford  Road.**  The  parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible.  He  cited  Smith  v.  Ridgway(a);  Doe  v. 
JBawen  (6) ;  Doe  v.  Brown  (c) ;  Jarman  on  Wills  (d) ; 
Doe  d.  Chichester  v.  Oxenden  {e) ;  Johnson's  Dictionary^ 
''JSstater 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  only  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word 
**  estate  ?  "  When  the  testator  bought  this  property,  his 
estate  in  JTiree  Colt  Street  consisted  of  this  plot  of  land 
134  feet  by  15  feet,  and  I  am  required  to  say  that  I 
must  cut  down  the  word  **  estate "  and  to  consider  it 
**  house,''  because  he  has  built  two  houses  on  the  pro- 
perty. Having  this  "  estate "  he  devises  "  all  that  his 
freehold  estate  situate  in  Three  Colt  Street.**  This  in- 
cludes all  the  houses  upon  it  He  does  not  designate 
it  by  the  number  of  the  house.  If  he  had  said  *'  my 
freehold  house  numbered  6  in  Three  Colt  Street"  there 
would  be  something  which  would  exclude  the  other 
house. 

There  is  also  evidence,  which  is  admissible  for  this 
parpose,  to  shew  that  the  testator  always  called  the 
whole  of  this  property  **  his  property  in  Three  Colt 
Street.** 

I  think  that  the  fact  of  one  of  the  houses  abutting  on 
another  street  does  not  limit  the  force  of  the  word 
**  estate,**  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  devisee  is  entitled 
to  the  whole  property  and  the  houses  on  it. 

(a)  \  Law  Reports  {Ex.)  ^6,  (d)   Vol.},  p.  753. 

(»)  3  Barn.  ^  Ad  453.  (e)  3  Taunt.  147. 

(c)  3  Jfaii/e^&M71. 
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JOHNSON  V.  THE  EDGWARE,  &c.  RAILWAY 

COMPANY  and  Others. 
Feb.  15,  23. 

Alandlord  was  fTlRlS  company  obtained  its  act  of  parliament  in  1862, 
muniTposses-  ^"^  shortly  afterwards  (16th  August,  1862),  Mr. 

•ion  of  any  part  Cooper  granted  to  the  Plaintiff,  Johnson,  a  farming  lea$e 
of  the  land  de-  ^      °  . 

mited,  in  case  of  a  farm  of  218  acres,  through  which  the  railway  was 

it  should  be  jq  p^gg^  f^j.  ^  ^^^^  ^f  twenty-one  years,  determinable  at 

him  "for  the     the  option  of  the  landlord  at  the  end  of  fourteen  yean. 
Euiffing,plant-  "^^^  '^^^®  contained  the  following  proviso: — 
inodaHon"or  "  Provided  always  and  it  is  hereby  agreed,  that  in 

otherwise:"—-  case  any  portion  or  portions  of  the  said  demised  lands 
did  not  e^uiile*  ^^^^*  ^^  required  for  the  purpose  of  building,  planAnj 

the  landlord  to  accommodation  or  otherwise,  or  for  the  purpose  of  working 
resume  posses-    ,        ,  ,  i    .  i  i  l 

sion  of  land       the  clay,  sand  or  gravel,  m,  under  or  upon  the  same,  by 

required  by  a    E.  P.  Cooper,  his   heirs   or  assigns,  or  his  or  their 
railway  com-  ^     '  .        .     *    n  l 

pany,  so  as  to    tenants,  before  the  expiration  of  this  demise,  it  snail  be 

fe^nanVl^right    lawful  for  E.  P.  Cocper,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to  resume 

to  conipensa-     and  take  any  such  portion  or  portions  accordingly,  on 

also  tliiat  the     g'^'i^g  ^^  Johnson,  his  executors  or  administrators,  three 

word  •♦  other-    calendar  months'  previous  notice  of  his  intention  so  to 

wise"  was  to  be  ...  •  i     •         i_ 

read  as  being    do,  such  notice  to  expire  at  any  time  during  the  year, 

tjutdem  j^j^j  £  p^  Cooper  is  thenceforth,  during  the  term  hereby 

granted,  determinable  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  allow 

Johnson,  his  executors  or  administrators,  out  of  the  rent 

hereby  reserved,  3/.  10*.  per  acre,  and  so  in  proportion 

for  a  greater  or  less  proportion  than  an  acre,  for  so  much 

of  the  said  land  as  shall  be  so  resumed  and  taken  under 

the  present  proviso." 

The  railway  company  required  2a.  3b.  6p.  of  the  farm 
for  their  railroad,  which  went  through  the  middle  of  it 

and 
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and  necessarily  interfered  with  its  convenient  cultivation. 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  1863,  the  company  served  the 

Plaintiff  with  the  usual  notice  to  treat,  and  on  the  17th 

of  September,  1863,  they  agreed  to  give  him  270/.  for         ^'*  g, 

purchase-money  and  compensation.    This  was,  however,     Rail.  Co. 

done  on  the  Plaintiff's  representation  that  he  had  an    •"^  Otben. 

absolute  term  of  twenty-one  years  in  the  farm. 

The  company  proceeded  to  treat  with  the  landlord, 
Mr.  Cooper,  for  his  interest,  and  they  became  acquainted 
with  the  facts  of  his  right  to  resume  the  land  under  the 
above  proviso.  On  the  4th  of  March,  1864,  Mr.  Cooper 
gave  Johnson  a  written  notice  that  the  2a.  3r.  6p.  of  the 
farm  **  were  required  by  him  for  the  purposes,  or  some 
or  one  of  them,  in  the  lease  mentioned,  and  that  it  was 
hts  intention  to  resume  and  take  such  portions  of  the 
said  demised  lands  on  or  after  the  5th  day  of  June  next 
ensuing  the  day  of  the  date  thereof." 

On  the  18th  of  August,  1864,  a  jury  assessed  the 
amount  payable  by  the  company  to  Mr.  Cooper  for  the 
purchase  of  his  interest  at  3,000/.  and  one  shilling  for 
damages. 

The  company  having  refused  to  pay  the  Plaintiff  any 
compensation,  he,  on  the  5th  of  December,  1864,  insti- 
tuted this  suit  against  the  company  and  (by  amendment) 
against  the  representatives  of  the  lessor  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  company  from  taking  or  keeping  posses- 
sion of  the  land  until  they  had  paid  the  Plaintiff,  and 
that  the  fair  compensation  might  be  assessed  and  paid 
to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  company,  or  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  of  the  17th  of  September, 
1863. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
VOL.  XXXV — III.  1 1  argued. 


Jon M SOB 

V. 
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1866.  argaed^  first,  that  the  lessor  had  no  power,  under  the 
proviso,  to  retake  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  selling  it 
again  to  the  company,  for  that  could  not  be  called  a 
T"»  taking  "for  the  purpose  of  building  or  plantation "  of 
Bjul.  Co.  '  the  lessor ;  and  that  the  words  **  or  otherwise  *'  were  not 
sod  Otfaen.  general,  but  were  restricted  to  purposes  like  those  already 
specified,  and  were  ejusdem  generis.  Secondly,  that  this 
could  not  be  done  so  as  to  affect  the  Plaintiff's  rights 
after  the  notice  to  treat  and  the  contract  between  the 
railway  company  and  the  tenant.  And  thirdly,  that  the 
notice  to  resume  possession  "  on  or  after  the  4tb  day  of 
June'*  vf Via  informal  and  insufficient.  They  cited  The 
Metropolitan  Railway  Company  v.  pyoodhinue  {a); 
Williams  v.  Golding  (b) ;  Harrison  v.  Blackburn  (c) ; 
Sandiman  v.  Breach  {d);  Haynes  ¥.  Haynes  {e);  Re 
Arnold  (/). 

Mr.  BristovcCy  for  the  representatives  of  the  lessor, 
argued  that  these  Defendants  had  no  interest  in  this 
question.  He  said  that  the  finding'of  the  jury  bad  been 
framed  so  as  not  to  affect  the  PlaintiflTs  right,  but  that 
the  formation  of  a  railway  and  making  a  station  might 
properly  come  within  the  word  "  accommodation  "  to  the 
lessor  and  his  farm. 

Mr.  Daniel  and  Mr.  T.  Stevens  for  the  railway  com- 
pany. When  the  company  entered  into  the  agreement 
of  the  17th  September,  1863,  they  were  misled  by  the 
statements  of  the  Plaintiff  as  to  his  interest  in  the  land. 
They  supposed  that  he  had  an  absolute  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  but  it  turned  out  that  he  had  only  a  term  of 
thirteen  years,  and  that  even  this  was  determinable  and 
had  been  determined  by  notice  from  the  lessor.     This 

agreement 

(a)  1 1  Jur.  296.  (d)  7  Barn,  4-  Cr.  96. 

(b)  1  Law  Rep.  (C.  P.)  69.  (e)  1  Drew.  ^  S.  426. 

(c)  17  C.  B.  Rep.  (A^.5.)  678.        (J)  32  Beav.  591. 


Johnson 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  483 

agreement  cannot  therefore  be  enforced  as  it  stands,        1866. 
though  the  company  are  content  to  carry  it  out  with  an 
abatement  in  the  price.    They  have  never  repudiated  the 
agreement,  but  they  say  that,  by  subsequent  events,  con-         "^"^ 
sequent  on  facts  of  which  they  were  not  aware,  the     Rail.  Co. 
Plaintiff  has  become  a  mere  tenant  at  will  or  by  suffer-  Otton. 

ance,  that  his  interest  has  been  reduced  to  nothing,  and, 
therefore,  that  he  is  entitled  to  no  compensation.  The 
3,000/.  was  assessed  as  the  amount  of  compensation  on 
the  basis  of  the  Piaintifi's  having  no  interest,  and  the 
question  therefore  really  is  one  between  the  landlord  and 
the  tenant  as  to  their  rights  in  that  sum. 

Mr.  Bagshawe  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  facts 
of  the  case,  said, — 

A  good  deal  might  turn  on  the  validity  of  the  notice  Teh.  23. 
given  by  the  landlord- on  the  4th  of  Marchj  1864.  The 
proviso  requires  (assuming  that  the  landlord  had  the 
power  to  give  it)  "three  calendar  months'  previous 
notice  of  his  intention  so  to  do,  such  notice  to  expire  at 
any  time  during  the  year."  But  this  is  a  notice  to  take 
the  land  on  or  after  the  5th  of  June  next;  and  if  he  did 
not  take  it  on  the  5th  of  June,  it  is  difficult  to  say  when 
he  would,  for  there  is  nothing  to  define  when  he  was  to 
take  it  after  the  5lh  of  June  next.  But  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  that  point,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  case  does  not  come  within  the  proviso. 

It  is  necessary  to  refer  to  what  afterwards  took  place, 
which  was  this: — the  railway  company,  having, by  various 
letters,  thought  fit  to  say  to  the  Plaintiff,  "  you  have  no 
interest  whatever  in  this  land ;  we  will  not  perform  our 

]  I  2  contract 


,kL 


.^u^  Inffflf  3  CHASTEST. 

jjfSf.        sDnmL^  v:iii  xnt^  nuc  yaz  imwe  no  right  to  compeosa- 
j^"'^       iTo. '  ^liiL  seiiiiE  &  Jirj.  m  ^wsif,  1864,  to  aisfess  the 
^  rifuueiBBUiiL  wvufe  ix  Mr.  Cuto^er.    They  gmTe  notice, 

i:  m  7-ie.  u  ik  PouiciE.  ilul  if  be  liked  to  go  before 
-Has  wrj  uiml  naLs  &  r»mB  be  Bxigiit,  but  he  very  wisely 
du  mc  rtink  ic  u  or  sp  cr  iB&ke  mny  daim  at  all.  The 
iiry.  HF  ^  K  I  -sr  Ti^^s^  ^"^  the  eiideDce,  assessed 
Ht*  vmn*  zr  -^  »  aspie  ia  poswsEioD  of  the  eight 
m^Tfst  seim^nx^  ti-  Mr.  Cwpcr,  indoding  therein  the  two 
ic«s  mil  au'''t  ■jmrteey  wbicfa  were  in  the  PlaintiflTs 
^KsscwBMim^  ic  a  f«n:  c/  3,'^VlKiL  and  it  is  clear,  upon  the 
**^T>gnrg,  tiac  ziha  was  f:e  the  fee  smple  with  the  pos* 
fesBinr  Asri'cre-i  i^-  ax  cqkc  Tberenpon  the  Plaintiff, 
':emr  ^!iBL=kS&^£«  cft^jee  sfoo  the  railway  company  to 
cTwii:«:s£^  Imr,  w^odi  they  deciioed  to  do,  and  the 
P;>Tfi:,£^Jiai  lis  >.I  on  the  5th  of  December,  1864. 

I  3£-fisc  rceier  tr  i^  prxyriso  again,  and  state  why  I  do 
arc  rbrstk  -z  a^ciaes  to  thk  case.  In  the  6rst  place,  it  is 
to  lie  oceenw,  that  aB  deeds  are  to  be  constroed  most 
strcf^ly  agaiait  the  granUir.  Next,  it  is  also  to  be  ob- 
scTfed,  that  the  laiway  company  had  obtained  then*  act 
jwst  before  the  cootract  with  the  Plaintiff  was  entered 
into,  which  was  oo  the  l$ih  of  Angmst,  1862,  so  that 
both  the  PbintiflT  and  Mr.  Cooper,  the  lessor,  knew 
perfectly  well  that  this  act  had  passed  and  that  the  rail- 
way was  to  pass  throwgh  the  ferm,  for  they  had  received 
the  Qsnal  preliminary  notices.  Knowing  this,  Mr.  Cooper 
demises  the  iarm  to  the  Plaintiff  for  seven,  fourteen  or 
twenty-one  years,  determinable,  if  he  pleases,  at  the  end 
of  the  first  fourteen  years,  with  this  proviso: — ^^  Provided 
always**  &c.  &c.  Now  does  the  case  come  within  that 
proviso  ?  This  bit  of  land  is  clearly  not  required  either 
**  for  the  purpose  of  building  or  planting."  Then  is  it 
required  for  the  purpose  of  ''  accommodation  ^  ?  In  my 
opinion  it  is  not,  for  I  understand  the  word  "accom- 
modation" 


JoHiiaoif 

V. 


and  Otiieri. 
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inodation**  (o  mean  something  of  this  nature,  e.  g. : — if  1866. 
the  lessor  had  built  a  house,  and  wanted  to  make  a  road 
to  get  access  to  it,  and  required  this  land  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  might  properly  be  called  "  accommodation/'  "^"^ 
or  if  he  wanted  to  add  a  small  piece  on  to  his  garden  or  Rail.  Co. 
the  like,  that  again  might  be  called  **  accommodation.*' 
But  if  a  third  person  said  to  him,  **  I  should  like  to  buy 
a  piece  of  this  land  to  make  a  railway  upon  it,"  that 
would  not  be  an  accommodation  to  the  lessor,  though  it 
might  be  an  accommodation  to  the  railway  company. 
But  even  then  it  would  not  be  an  accurate  expression, 
for  it  would,  in  fact,  be  a  perfectly  distinct  thing;  it 
would  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  alienation,  and 
if  he  might  require  this  bit  of  land  for  that  purpose,  he 
might  require  the  whole  farm.  Accommodation  means 
**  accommodation  to  Mr.  Cooper,  his  heirs  and  assigns," 
for  the  purpose  of  more  usefully  and  beneficially  occupy- 
ing and  enjoying  the  land  itself;  and  that  expression  does 
not,  in  my  opinion,  extend  to  the  selling  of  two  and  three- 
quarter  acres  to  a  railway  company ;  the  more  so,  because 
both  parties  well  knew  at  that  time  that  the  railway  was 
coming  across  the  farm ;  and  if  they  intended  the  proviso 
to  meet  that  case,  why  did  they  not  introduce  the  proper 
expression  for  that  purpose,  and  not  leave  it  altogether 
▼ague? 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  this  grant,  which 
must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  lessor,  does 
not  authorize  him  to  retake  the  property  for  the  purposes 
of  the  railway  company.  I  am  also  satisfied  that  no 
ordinary  person  would  suppose,  on  reading  a  proviso  in 
a  lease,  saying,  that  if  a  portion  of  the  land  was  wanted 
by  the  lessor  **  for  building,  planting  or  accommoda- 
tion, it  might  be  resumed,"  the  tenant  was  bound  to 
allow  a  railway  to  go  through  the  farm  and  receive  no 
compensation  for  the  damage  it  occasioned  him  by  what  is 

commonly 
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1866.  commonly  called  "  sererance,"  and  which,  in  fad,  woald 
produce  a  much  more  serious  inconvenience  to  the  tenant 
than  any  building  or  planting  by  or  accommodation  to 


JOHMION 


The  the  landlord. 

Edowabb,  &c. 
Rail.  Co. 

and  Others.  Having  come  to  that  conclusion,  it  remains  to  consider 
whether  this  case  comes  within  the  words  ^or  other- 
wise ;"  and  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  does  not.  It 
cannot  be  denied,  that  where  a  person  speaks  of  three 
purposes,  "A.,  B.  and  C  or  otherwise,*'  the  latter  words 
refer  to  something  ejusdem  generis,  and  can  only  be 
applicable  to  things  of  the  same  character  as  those  ^^^^^^^ 
previously  specified,  or,  in  this  case,  something  of  tbe^^  mzM  ^ 
same  character,  as  **  building,  planting  or  accommoda — ^iF^  JE 
tion/'  though  not  coming  precisely  within  the  ezac^^^^^^ai 
definition  of  those  words.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore  *^^-3v  ^i 
that  the  case  does  not  come  within  the  words ''  or  other *v  '^^■^e 
wise ;"  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  does  not  come  withiv  m-  ^mznl 
any  other  part  of  the  proviso  relating  to  **  clay,  sand  oc^  oi 

gravel.*'     Having  come  to  that  conclusion,  I  am  cc^  of 

opinion  that  the  notice  of  the  4th  of  March ^  1864,  wii^  ■  as 

invalid,  and  that  Mr.  Cooper  had  no  power  to  resoum.  i^  "e 
this  land.  He  did  not  want  it  for  the  purpose  of  an^r~^^^y 
accommodation  at  all,  but  he  wanted  it  in  order  tS^  ^o 

obtain  from  the  company  that  compensation  which,  '^ 

he  had  not  interfered,  would  have  been  paid  to  h:  ^  ^^^ 
tenant.  The  clause  cannot  mean  this : — that  if  sodk't^ — -*^® 
third  person  should  want  to  buy  this  land  and  to  mato-^        ^ 

a  railway  across  the  farm,  I  (the  landlord)  will  hare  tk:^ 

compensation  for  the  damage  done  to  you  (the  tenants  .^^^V> 
and  I  will  resume  it  for  that  purpose.  This  clause  w^^  ^  ^^^ 
introduced  bond  fide  for  the  better  enjoyment  of  \\r9^  — —  ^ 
land  itself,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  depriTing  th^^  — ^ 
tenant  of  that  compensation  which  he  would  naturalF  ^^^^^ 
have  a  right  to  demand  from  the  railway  company  f^^  "^  ^'^ 
the  injury  done  to  him. 

Iha%^^    ^ 


/ 
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I  have  now  to  consider  what  is  the  consequence  of  1866. 
that  conclusion.  The  railway  company  have  paid  the  "^^^^ 
3,00021  Is.  to  Mr.  Cooper  for  the  whole  of  this  land,  ^^ 

and  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  Wi'liam  Page  Wood  being:         "^"^ 
or  opinion,  and,  as  it  appears  to  me,  very  wisely,  that      ^^,1..  co. 
he  could  not  dispose  of  the  question  in  the  absence  of    ^^  Othen, 
the  lessor,  as  he  was  materially  interested  in  this  matter, 
and  might  be  seriously  affected  by  any  decision  made 
in  his  absence,  the  case  stood  over,  and  the  landlord 
baa  been  made  a  party. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Court  cannot  now  grant  any 
injunction;  for  to  stop  this  railway  on  account  of  this 
mistake  is  quite  out  of  the  question,  and  the  only  point 
then  is,  what  compensation  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  ? 
I  have  held  that  the  company  have  taken  two  acres 
and  three-quarters  acres,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  the 
tenant  for  thirteen  years  certain,  for,  holding  that  the 
landlord  could  not  properly  give  the  notice  under  that 
proviso  at  that  time  and  for  that  purpose,  it  must 
necessarily  follow  that  he  could  not  do  so  at  a  later 
period  during  the  fourteen  years.  I  must  therefore,  for 
this  purpose,  hold  that  the  Plaintiff  was  absolutely  en- 
titled to  the  land  for  fourteen  years,  and  that  he  is 
entitled  to  compensation  for  that  term.  But  then  I 
cannot  divide  the  compensation  of  3,000/.  already  paid, 
for  I  have  no  power  to  deal  with  that.  The  railway 
company,  as  I  understand,  are  willing  to  be  bound  by 
the  agreement  they  have  entered  into  with  the  Plaintiff; 
and,  if  that  be  so,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that,  as  the 
Plaintiff  entered  into  that  agreement  on  the  assumption 
that  he  had  twenty-one  years  certain,  and  as  it  turns 
out  that  he  had  only  fourteen,  I  should,  if  the  railway 
company  agreed  to  pay  him  the  270/.,  hold  him  bound 
to  accept  it ;  for  I  do  not  think  he  could  claim  anything 
beyond  that.     But  if  that  should  not  be  so,  the  only 

course 


4i^  CASES  S  CHAKCEET. 

i9^        citiTK:  I  rKi:  Zftke  k.  ID  d:rtCL  a  rcfeieDce  in  Charobere 
'sz  fcgeera.TT  tw  prkkper  aiKHim  piymble  to  the  Plaintiff. 

I  ua  ai>c>  :/  oTazaDB  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  (o 
Q^  vas  cxzi  DC  ihe  s&ii:  Icr  in  mj  opinion  be  was  not,  but 
biX2i  uie  Deteskdants  vere,  in  the  wrong.  The  landlord 
was  BkHCakcB  in  sapposing  be  coold  reanme  the  pro- 
pertT.  azkd  the  raHway  eompany  were  wrong,  because 
tSher  hmz  Dobce  c^  the  lease  and  the  proviso  before  they 
assesse-i  tbe  compensation  payable  to  Mr.  Cooper ,  and 
ii>rT  were  iherefor*  wrong  in  acquiescing  in  the  land- 
lorcfs  coes4rocix>Q  of  the  proiiso.  The  railway  com- 
pany K'^t  hare  said — as  indeed  they  seem  disposed  to 
say  now — ai  the  hearing,  ^  this  is  an  affair  with  which 
we  hare  no  concern;  it  is  for  you,  the  landlord,  on  one 
side  and  the  tenant  oo  the  other  to  fight  it  out,  the  only 
question  being,  which  of  yon  is  entitled  to  this  2702.  for 
compensation  r*  *  If  the  railway  company  had  thought 
fit  to  say,  "  if  yon  cannot  agree  and  settle  the  matter 
between  yourselTes,  we  shall  file  a  bill  of  interpleader 
and  pay  the  money  into  court,  in  order  that  you  may 
settle  your  dispute,"  I  should  have  held  that  they  were 
justified  in  taking  that  course,  and  should  have  allowed 
them  their  costs  as  against  the  party  who  failed*  But 
instead  of  doing  so,  they  have  adopted  the  view  of  the 
landlord,  which  in  my  opinion  was  a  mistaken  one,  and 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  railway  company 
must  pay  the  Plaintifl's  costs  of  suit. 

I  cannot  give  the  landlord  any  costs ;  he  was  in  the 
wrong,  and  he  was  a  necessary  party. 

I  do  not  see  how  I  can  settle  the  matter  of  difference 
which  will  probably  arise  between  the  railway  company 
and  the  landlord.  If  they  will  consent,  then  of  course 
I  can  easily  make  an  order  to  ascertain  how  much  of  the 

3,000/. 
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3,000/.  ought  properly  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  I        1866. 

can  only  do  this  by  consent.  ^-^n^^^ 

Johnson 

V. 

The  only  compulsory  order  which  I  can  make  is,  to  ^     The 
.•',■'  .  Edgware,  &c, 

refer  it  to  Chambers  to  ascertam  the  amount  of  com-     Rail.  Co. 

peusation  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  when  the 

land  was  taken,  and  to  direct  the  railway  company  to 

pay  him  the  amount  with  interest  at  four  per  cent., 

together  with  the  costs  of  suit  * 


and  Others. 


SHATTOCK  V.  SHATTOCK.  Feb.9, 12, 13. 

Apr.  23. 
"TN  this  case,  some  real  and  personal  property  was  Property  was 

-*■     settled  on  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rowcliffe  "f*"®^  ^^f 

^  •*'    feme  coverte 

in  1807,  upon  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Row-  forbersepa- 
cliffe  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  for  the  children  [jfe*  wUba^ 
of  the  marriage  [which  limitation  failed],  and  for  default  power  to  ap- 

of  such  issue,  then  upon  the  following  trusts : —  ^ed  or  will. 

She  executed 
''  Upon  trust  for  such  person  or  persons,  for  such  the  power  by 

estate  or  estates,  interest  or  interests,  and  in  such  parts,  Jh^t  the  a»?' 
shares  or  proportions,  and  charged  with  such  annual  or  pointed  pro- 
other  sums  of  money,  upon  such  conditions,  with  such  {jaWe  to*pay 
restrictions  and  limitations  over,  and  in  such  manner  a  promissory 
and  form,  as  Elizabeth  Shatiock,  notwithstanding  her  her. 

said  intended  coverture,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument     ^  married 

"       "^  woman  cannot 

or  bind  herself  by 
contract,  but 
Bquity  holds  that  she  may,  by  contract,  bind  her  separate  estate.  Her  separate  estate 
will  be  liable  to  pay  any  debt  of  hers  which  she  has  secured  by  writing.  £quity  has 
also  heldf  that  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  sliewn  that  the  married  woman  verbally  promised 
that  her  debt  should  be  paid  out  of  her  separate  estate. 

The  separate  property  of  a  married  woman  is  not,  after  her  death,  liable  to  pay  her 
general  debts  either  in  the  case  of  her  having  been  absolutely  entitled  to  the  property, 
or  of  bar  having  only  a  life  estate  with  a  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  will. 

The  principle  of  Courts  of  Equity  is,  that,  as  regards  her  separate  estate,  a  married 
wooian  is  ^J'tmt  tole,  and  can  act  as  such  ;  but  this  is  only  so  far  as  is  consistent  with 
the  other  principle,  viz.,  that  a  married  woman  cannot  enter  into  a  contract. 

In  the  adminutration  of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  after  her  decease, 
tht  debCa  are  to  be  paid  in  order  of  priority  and  not  pari  patni. 


J90  :.i5E5  :^  -iTvsvi^Y, 


*~  "^'       •*^'-o-.L£:jL.a.    M    :e  ^criiea   jml   leiiiLied  it  iier  in  the 

,  i^^icCi:*    ,r   ica    jzzsxsxi.    rw  :'3»r    :r  sore  jrwibie  wk- 

EAvrars.      ::je9M9.    r  nr   Mr   otf   miL.   ma  rssomeic   n  «cuiiie«  <v 

20"   vrnio^  Tmrrortsi^  ~J3    Je  ^Bca.   ir  bet  sndcI  or 

rY*«x:cie  T7iiiese«5;.  uoi  ^vokra  asr  ^ggntmed  deed 
TTTT-.i^.  w..  J-  :cau:iL  jr  tttuii^  -smroarvae.  an  be  swch 
««.l  7  :ru..*:L  uzix  a  ^ccn  tzU  ir  rsiuiriL  ir  vrifiiig 
liLri-mnc  :a  :e  siiica  wril  it  r^aici.  ine  ir  oiareexe- 
^SJU^T  ff  ^^sjc^riLQTs,  :2ie  «iua  Elizuo^a  SittUaA  was 
'ii^T^ac  uia  3T  :ne  «miii  'TliiUtfjK  SLamcif^^  her  sfeJ 
lUa  ntfTiTrfX  lOKMoix.  a-^aiesi  loa  eaioo««cdl  to 
3L«me  viiL  iorioicc  aiQiua  Ttiin  zme  3j  dme  £iect, 
ixiAit  ir  inncunc  uui  a  XbTuuit  jf  luiz  saoi  sicii  lut- 
near.cRea  i*n?*tinn.  inutaiiaii  jr  jpotjuuiiieac  ud  nodi 
iuca  *«are  uui  -sa&rers.  incense  inii  jiLa^^sts  so  directed, 
Jmiced  ir  looouue-j  ^dtiuia  nEsaecCTeiy  end  and  de- 
termine .  ina  la  jk]  aUiia  Tsns  jf  liie  sune  her^iti- 
menOL  juiaey^  uui  ir»nise«.  woi^reot  no  such  dircdioD, 
iimitacciL  IT  igntiiucnesc  i:s  last  mencfoiwdy  slKMiki  be 
siatie.  ±ea  iiica  :n2St«  as  :a  :iie  wd  freehcU  faeredita- 
meacs.  i^:r  die  sua  JEZLsofeci  Shattack^  her  heirs  and 
aaiigrw,  &r  ever :  .ka«i  is  £j  the  said  priactpal  and  in- 
teresc,  mooer^  and  iccurt:es«  a::oa  tm^t  for  such  person 
or  persoos  as  w  cald  be  next  of  kin  of  the  said  ESzabetk 
Shaiiodk,  u»i  endtfed  thereto  cader  the  statute  for  dis- 
tiibaLOR  of  intestate's  eoans,  in  case  she  had  died  sole 
abd  oai&anied,  and  to  and  for  no  other  ose,  tmsl,  intent 
or  purpose  nhatsoeTer.'' 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage,  and  Mrs.  Row^ 
etiffe  died  coctrU  in  l>i23,  haring  appointed  the  pro- 
perty by  her  will.  The  question  was,  whether  the 
appointed  property  was  liable  to  pay  a  promissory  note 

signed 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  491 

signed  by  her,  but  not  witnessed.     The  facts  are  more        18'66. 

fully  detailed  past  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  ^i^i^-^^ 

Shattock 

V. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  F.  H.  Colt,  for  the  claimant  under  Shattock. 
the  promissory  note,  cited  Vaughan  v.  Vanderstegen  (a) ; 
Hobday  v.  Peters  (ft) ;  Johnson  v.  Gallagher  (c) ;  Allen 
V.  Papworth  {d) ;  Huhne  v.  Tenant  (e) ;  Heatley  v. 
Thomas  (f) ;  Owens  v.  Dickenson  (g) ;  Norton  v.  7 W- 
vill{h) ;  Taylor  v.  Meads  {i) ;  Blatchford  v.  WooUey  (h) ; 
Sygden*s  Powers  (2). 

Mr.  Sovthgate  and  Mr.  Langley,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
cited  Tullett  v.  Armstrong  (m) ;  «/acoA  v.  Husband  and 
Wife  (n)  ;  Lee  v.  Mvggeridge  (o) ;  Murray  v.  Barlee  (p), 

Mr.  Freeman,  Mr.  £.  £.  Rogers,  Mr.  Martineau  and 
Mr.  jE7.  iST.  Karslahe  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Jessel,  in  reply,  referred  to  Sochett  v.  TFray  (y). 


77itf  Master  of  Me  Rolls. 

The  question  raised  in  this  case  is  one  of  considerable  ilpr.  23. 
importance  ;  it  is  this  : — whether  an  estate  which  is 
limited  to  the  separate  use  of  a  feme  coverte  for  her  life, 
with  a  power  to  her  to  appoint  it  either  by  deed  or  will, 
is  liable,  after  her  death,  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the 
general  debts  incurred  by  her,  when  she  has  exercised 
the  power  by  her  will. 


In 


(a)  2  Drewry,  165.  (k)  2  Drewry  Sf  Sm.  204. 

(6)  28  Beav.  354.  (/)  Page  476  (8M  edit,) 

(c)  30  L.  J.  {Chanc.)  298.  (m)  1  Beav.  1,  am/  4  MyL 

id)  1  Fes.  ten.  163.  Cr.  377. 

(«)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  16.  (n)   Fo/.  2,  page  243. 

(/)  15  r«.  596.  (o)  1  Ff«.  4^  S.  118. 

ig)  Craig  4  FA.  48.  (p)  3  ikfy/  if  K.  209. 

(A)  2  Peert  Wm$.  144.  (9)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  484. 
(i)  34  L.  J.  (CAanc.)  203. 


ISSif.  jLi    ai»  skSBL  die  nur'-^i  wuouiB,  SEzabeik  Skattoch^ 

Hfer-v  liTB  J&/«c£yf«:  lai  ier  piuyeiU  settled  on  her 
niiiT-ac^  ▼rta  WUunm  Rtmdijff  m  Oefoicr,  1807,  b 
lie  i.Jinr-ii^  naiiittr: — C3e  raai  estate  and  personal 
jiijutsf' I  nes^eiL  msiccae^  «%§  coaveyvd  nnd  «9B^;ned 
31  «~MB  JatfiTiirt  mii  £iaerr  ffrmrfae,  their  heirs,  eie- 
nniT?«w  lizmimsTTons  sod  tsBotms  ^  ever,  vpoo  tmst 
"br  ?2— irgA  Siicojeft  ^r^ssouiKij  «ndi  the  mnrriige, 
loii  iibrr  "int  ^uieTiingirVa  Asrecl'  ^sabyed  to  certaiQ 
iipe-'iuns  ^»si-e::::n«r  i  «ini  ;:r  5,-011  iSierein  particularly 
ak-mtnxe^  .  n  mrsc  uac  y/«»a  Si&'f4x:i  and  Robert 
3samm  mii  :lie  sinrvar  cr  iie«iL,  hk  heirs,  execators 
liiic  iiniiiiuiscnarrsw  iOiialii  scisd  ansed  and  poesessed 
::]«rvjrl  n  :ms:  iir  iie  scie  lad  aepanie  eae  of  EXaor 
it^:M  >micack  ur  itsr  jk.  ex^nusre^j  cf  her  hosband, 
AUiL  hniL  sm  i^iisr  jita*  isecearse,  apoo  trust  for  the 
riiitipr^a  if  ::n-  narruss^  s^  «fe  shcsid  appoint,  and  in 
APiAiit;.  ununsc^c  ije-a  f^ijnLIy.  aad  Jcr  default  of  soch 
b«ue.  tiivn  ^iigc  iir  iwci  persoa  or  petsons  for  soch 
sstuius  iOiC  n'^^sts^  irca  «%ica  coodit'onsy  and  with 
sicJ  T»<r-i:::i:a!S>  liiii  n  sa».*i  s^icdh'  and  form  ss 
iTLsn/c/l  Sttusici.  2I.C*  x^dCAACs&g  her  corerture, 
sucu.u  }y  iH»i  IT  vni  jTTcrx^p  asd  in  default  of  such 
funtfiiicmntc  incn  rrusc  ^  a;  I2«  fTEeSoid  hereditaments 
*vr  zn*  >mu  Sijrtotrci  Shc^lucL,  her  heds  and  assigns 
i:r  ««:«^ .  icnt  J2^  a:  -ue  iroc'ciil  Booeirs  and  secoriue*, 
iif?cw  ZTiSC  w  ^nrit  leracii*  »  «c«ld  be  the  next  of 
<a  nr*  rn;  ^ooi  ULstAfti  Sac:  vd  under  the  Statute  of 
IH^scrJiiiicvixsv  it  ^raae  sae  bai  d  <d  jole  and  unmarried. 

?^  zttf  ju  m;  -mS;ani-«.  El^.zjoeCi  SkaUoei  assigned 
^.'  ,hf  si^mf  msstx*  iL  Tijr  Jc«i:fe6-«i  goods  and  imple- 
xni4:c$v  i-"  ivr^ii  xpra  :>tf  Tke  trusts  as  were  before 
e-VTr«5«c  ^vacfTjins^  it*  if5nechs!ajents»  moneys  and 
rri»r.ise!v  cc  it^  w^*  uer^fcc  »  the  diflmnt  nature  of 

lo 


Shattock 

V, 
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Id  February ,  1808,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rowcliffe  agreed  to        1866. 
live  apart,  and  Mrs.  Rowcliffe  settled  150/.  per  annum 
permanently  on  her  husband;  and  in  August,  1808,  a 
deed,  regulating  the  terms  of  their  separation,  was  duly     Smattock. 
executed. 

lu  August,  1820,  Mrs.  Rowcliffe  executed  the  power 
oF  appointment  contained  in  the  marriage  settlement  in 
favor  of  John  Shattock,  her  brother,  for  610/.  In  iVb- 
vember,  1822,  she  duly  executed  her  last  will,  whereby 
she  executed  the  power  contained  in  the  marriage  set- 
tlement, and  disposed  of  the  remainder  of  her  property 
in  the  manner  therein  specified,  and  she  appointed 
Sttphen  Bridge  and  Joseph  Yates  executors  of  her  will. 

A  few  months  afterwards,  in  March,  1823,  she  died, 
without  having  altered  her  will,  leaving  her  husband, 
H^illiam  Rowcliffe,  surviving  her,  and  without  having 
had  any  child  of  the  marriage.  Administration  wfth 
the  will  annexed  was  granted  to  Stephen  Bridge, 

In  1824,  the  suit  of  Bridge  v.  Rowcliffe  was  insti- 
tuted to  administer  the  trusts  of  the  will  and  execute 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  Various  proceedings  took 
place  in  that  suit,  and  under  it  William  Rowcliffe  was 
put  into  possession  during  his  life  of  certain  personal 
property  belonging  to  his  wife,  in  order  to  secure  the 
annuity  of  150/.  per  annum  before  mentioned.  He  died 
in  January,  1864,  and  there  is  now  a  sum  of  2,440/. 
consols  standing  to  the  credit  of  that  cause,  which  re- 
presents what  was  formerly  the  separate  property  of 
Mrs.  Rowcliffe*  The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  in 
December,  1864,  praying,  by  way  of  supplement  to  the 
former  suit,  that  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  October, 
1807  and  of  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Rowcliffe,  so  far 
as  they  remain  unpei  formed,  might  be  carried  into  ex- 
ecution. 

Mr. 


^^  CA2IS  I3C  CHANCERY. 

I.jliiL  ^'    ^osMm  /VcbLza  Bridge^  the  executor  of  her 

-^■"^       •'iL  2«  lis  iotfv^ffr  ijed  in  Jmamary,  1865,  claims  to  be 

^  aii£.ie*i.  ^  »  puc  ZHS,  of  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  the 

^■-*^^™™^     sa:n  rr  I-fcL  L5c^  azc  aiierest,  by  virtue  of  a  promissory 

luG*^  s^ei  £xi£  Ss-I. relied  by  her  to  the  Defendant,  to 

jH*rir«  r3i*   uhcozli   cbc  ftom   her,   and   which  is  as 

'^  I  zrzmx  V  CKT  Mr.  S.  F.  Sridge,  on  demand, 
wa   h.^yi.   s.j±res8.  the  sam  of  14/.  I5s.  for  value 

''EUsabeih  RowcUffe, 


TW  icae  s  pr?C9ced  and  proved.  The  Defendant  says 
taac  le  VIS  K3aK«  to  obuin  payment  before  the  death 
of  ^  hxs&6L3c.  as  the  whole  of  the  property  was  im- 
pcccced  :c  secmre  the  payment  of  the  annuity  of  150/. 
10  ihe  hf&sbsnd. 

It  b  pcopc«ed  novy  by  the  decree,  to  settle  and  divide 
the  whole  fund  amongst  the  persons  entitled,  who  are 
asceftatned  and  the  terms  of  the  decree  agreed  upon, 
save  $0  far  as  regards  the  debt  claimed  by  Mr.  Bridge^ 
upon  which  the  question  is,  whether  the  debt  so  secured 
is  payable  out  of  the  estate  of  the  wife  so  settled.  It 
is  a  small  matter  as  to  interest,  and  I  should  have  been 
glad  if  it  could  have  been  settled  without  recourse  to 
the  decision  of  the  Court;  but  as  this  has  not  been 
done.  It  has  become  my  duty  to  consider  and  deliver 
my  opinion  on  this  somewhat  contested  point 

The  law  on  tliis  subject  is  in  some  degree  anomalous. 
The  general  rule  is  that  a  married  woman  cannot  bind 
herself  by  contract;  but  Courts  of  Equity  hold  that  she 
may,  by  contract,  bind  her  separate  estate.  The  extent 
to  which  her  separate  estate  is  bound  to  satisfy  her 

debU 
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debts  and  obligations  after  her  decease  is  the  question 
to  be  now  determined.  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to 
consider  here  any  question  as  to  the  liability  of  her 
separate  estate  during  her  life.  So  treating  the  sub- 
ject, it  will  be  proper  to  consider  it — first,  where  the 
married  woman  has  an  absolute  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty settled  to  her  separate  use ;  and,  secondly,  where 
she  has  only  a  limited  interest  with  a  power  of  dis- 
posing of  the  rest  of  the  property  after  her  death. 
In  the  first  instance,  the  law  now,  as  administered  by 
Courts  of  Equity,  seems  to  be  settled  to  this  extent :  — 
that  her  separate  property  will  be  liable  to  pay  any  debts 
of  hers  which  she  has  secured  by  any  writing,  the 
Courts  holding  that  giving  such  a  writing  as  a  security 
fur  the  debt  must  have  a  meaning,  and  that,  unless  the 
meaning  be  to  charge  her  separate  estate,  there  is  no 
meaning  whatever  in  the  writing,  which,  without  it, 
is  a  mere  piece  of  waste  paper.  Equity  has  also 
held,  that  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  shewn  that  the  married 
woman  verbally  promised  that  her  debts  should  be 
paid  out  of  her  separate  estate.  All  these  cases  rest 
on  contract  either  expressed  or  implied;  but  whether 
the  existence  of  the  contract  is  necessary — whether 
the  separate  estate  of  the  married  woman  would,  after 
her  death,  be  liable  to  pay  the  debts  due  to  her  general 
creditors,  who  could  not  allege  that  she  had  entered  into 
any  contract  with  them  on  the  subject,  is  a  matter  of 
mach  importance.  It  has  a  direct  bearing  on  this  case, 
and  it  is  one  on  which  the  decisions  are  conflicting. 


1866. 
Shattock 

V. 
SUATTOCK. 


The  second  case,  where  property  is  settled  upon  a 
married  woman  for  life,  with  a  power  of  disposing  of  it, 
may  be  considered  under  three  heads. 


First,  when  the  married  woman  has  the  power  of  dis- 
posing of  the  property  by  deed  only ;  secondly,  where 

she 


bR 


:«W-         -C'^   ..ta:    £;«   A\3vv?    xf-  cH3?L«£nc  t^'  r  i^  nesc  nr  viD; 
^'^^        ti.i    i.Tmr.   %^~JSPr  sut  jMt  tut  jiSNvsr  u^  OBiiawiis  rf 
I    *'     »':i    ^ur.      Z^m  0    tusBst  &    ir  rmnip 
^       i^.A    :  p:«&   iv«-i    !:^f%  irs:  vriei   sik  istf  BSD 
»  i«i  -5ife  i^K  iiiJ  *:rjrtmrea  Tie  niiwe. 

""'lii  ir?r  fe  TPT^  smme  f  «iif^  iiw  gaagrmri  the 
uwt    r'  tJift   IAS  uii:  -ta?*?inyi  lie  iitop^*.,  i:  £1K5s  »  a 

li  ni*  **rLnfiiL  ▼'u»*i^  "ni*  nnr-tet  vL-xiiiHa.  lui§  power 
\r  tlifnfi^iiir  ir  lift  ir^.ije^  i]j  fr«£  ir  viE  And  oaf% 
\t\r  *T.*"^ft*t  nii  iiT'V'^-  1:  s  Lwi  isubc  cisai  ibftt  fcer 
*r»fti&irT  tan  11k.*  mciinj^  uii  nis  _ir:i:«y  rzies  ••  ■ 
itffiYwx,  -r  tccr.iiinni*!!!:.  H«r  •£X«!:-x03C  re  iii»  power 
i'»  ii»*ft-  tru-nc  ii?r  Jifecini*^  I3J»  «&b:1  of  coone 
v.tnrt  n^  ->:  iitt  :jBii:r  ir  iits  i  TCiiiaiUKct,  and  lets 
a  irt  'Hft  -Krtft:  i^ir  iisr  'Ex-K-imm.  t/  iks  power  hy 
»  ":'-  ■»ni»T.  «»^iii*  ii»»  i*:«»*r  ai  c.s?p:we  isf  it  bj  deed 
cr  ^j  i»"  .  rtw*s  Lif»  ^iiisJia  ^yw  l<&re  ne,  that  is 
» -.-tfJuir  -•!»  far:  ':<''  *x*^irriz  v\<.h  p:wer  of  appoioU 
r.^sr*:  'jAi  Li  :Lrw  r*c.-*nl  ir»»ih.3C*  :o  require  paTmeot 
'i'*'  --^f  \ZAi  pcc-irtT,  »I-.'*>i^*i  t}ifT  are  not  directly 
t^rj^iSEtftK  c/  •J>e  frTOfitry;  thit  is  where  they  caooot 
€\^m  it  ViUfi^sr  tb^  word*  cf  iLe  «ill.  Of  cooree,  if  this 
«^n^  th«  propertT  of  a  mac,  it  woold  become  assets  for 
th<  (^%  i&er«t  of  b:§  geoerai  creciitcrs ;  this  has  been  de- 
cided ID  Jemuey  t.  Andrews  {a}^  and  in  many  other  cases. 
But  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman,  the  ap* 
f>ointmeDt  lets  in  her  general  creditors  to  be  paid  oat  of 
ity  appears  to  me  to  depend  on  exactly  the  same  principle 
as  whether  the  separate  property  to  which  a  married 

woman 

(a)  6  Mmd.  261. 
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woman  was  entitled  absolutely  becomes,  aflter  her  death, 
assets  applicable  to  the  payment  of  her  debts  generally. 
And  this  appears  to  me  to  depend  upon  the  answer  to 
be  given  to  this  question,  viz.,  whether  the  doctrine  oF 
the  Courts  oF  Equity  on  this  subject  is,  that  when  a 
married  woman  has  separate  estate  she  stands  in  the 
same  position  as  if  she  were  ^  feme  sole  generally.  In 
other  words,  whether  any  contract  she  has  entered  into 
is  a  binding  contract,  provided  it  can  be  satisfied  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  though  entered  into  without  know- 
ledge of,  or  upon  the  faith  of,  such  promise  for  its  fulfil- 
inent,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  whether  the  capacity  of 
acting  as  2ifeme  sole,  by  a  married  woman  having  sepa- 
rate estate,  is  confined  to  the  property  itself  and  to  acts 
done  by  her  in  respect  of,  and  in  regard  to,  the  property 
itself.  The  difference  is  most  material,  and  the  cases  on 
this  subject  are  not  easily  to  be  reconciled  in  all  respects. 


1866. 


After  giving  the  case  the  best  consideration  I  can, 
and  reading  over  all  the  cases  I  can  find  on  the  subject, 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  only  mode  of 
reconciling  the  greater  mass  of  the  authorities  with  each 
other,  and,  which  is  still  more  important,  of  reconciling 
them  with  the  fundamental  principles  regarding  married 
women,  is  to  answer  in  the  affirmative  the  second 
branch  of  the  question  I  have  stated,  that  is,  to  hold, 
that  such  separate  property  is  not,  after  the  death  of 
the  married  woman,  liable  to  pay  her  general  debts, 
either  in^the  case  of  having  been  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  property,  or  her  having  only  a  life  estate  with  a 
power  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or  will  and  having  exer- 
cised that  power  by  will. 


The  principle  of  the  Court  of  Equity  which  relates  to 
this  subject  in  my  opinion  is,  that,  as  regards  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  a  married  woman  is  a  feme  sole,  and  can 

TOL.  XXXV — III.  K  K  act 


■JjtSL        ''^  ^  Bid-   nil.  Iaaa  s  3xi*&  k  iu:  itt  i»  cuOsktcBt  vitb 

tfirk£r  oru  i.  i-anr-ii::.  Tusit  prmr^ua  uv  reconciled 
iL  :31ft  w.^}  — ^Ei^ucj  imiviig  or  vut  se^Ante  ertile  of 

-r:L.  1.  SL-.^Lin^  ir  iisixi£  ^.^iisfi::  af  bj  her;  in  other 
v-inHL  X  iT'S's  Lcr  &  -pvwss  zc  aeuag  vitb  that  pro- 
:«*rri-  u  iii£  skt  u.ok  sc  Bd  iiie  povcr  of  disposi- 
ii3L  s  siiLTnifti  11  Uif  TCZfaerT,  aiid  the  pn>pertj  must 
'le  i2i»  fiLi^'fd  '"'«'***»'  ijsfc:  ^le  dfus  vith ;  and  therefore^ 
r  f^iff  iiikiLs  a  ciaincc.  uie  roctrhct  is  Bolhing,  unksi 
r  2;»  r*ifr*2i^£  cTrccij  sr  iininctij  to  that  property. 
7!bJs  Sw  c  icT  :cK.ioK.  tbe  esiect  of  the  doctrioe  cf 
eccrrr  rr.rfTirg  i^  lu  fiepiraie  estate  of  a  married 
vcQAx.  It  is  OB  i^i§  pffi&dp4e  that  ererr  bond,  pro- 
su«»:<T  »:«£  a£>i  f ^-^se  to  pay  given  by  a  married 
McsAz,  btf,  fot  tbe  reason  I  have  already  stated,  been 
tt)d  t.0  b«  a  cbir^  made  by  her  oo  her  separate  estate; 
that  is  to  cay,  it  is  a  disposal  of  so  mncfa  of  her  property, 
the  vbole  of  whkb^  if  Ae  pleased,  she  might  give  away. 
Bat  if  eqsity  goes  beyond  this,  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
is  laying  down  this  principle:  that  when  a  married 
woman  has  separate  estate,  she  may  bind  herself  by 
contract  exactly  as  a  fnme  sole;  or,  in  other  words,  that 
the  possession  of  separate  property  takes  away  the  dis- 
tinction  between  a  fewie  coctrte  and  a  feme  tole,  and 
makes  them  equally  able  to  contract  debts.  It  is  dear 
that  this  implication  of  a  chaige  cannot  exist  in  the 
mere  case  of  simple  contract  debts  without  a  word  said 
or  written  to  shew  that  the  separate  property  is  to  be 
bound. 

It  is  proper  to  point  out,  before  going  further  in  the 
discussion  of  the  authorities,  the  manner  in  which  the 
case  before  me  must  be  governed  by  the  conclusion  to 
be  come  to  in  the  case  where  the  liability  of  the  separate 

property 
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properly  of  a  married  woman,  in  which  she  had  the  abso- 
iQte  interest^  to  pay  her  general  debts  is  to  be  determined. 
Ify  in  that  case,  the  married  woman  had  given  a  pro- 
missory note,  it  would  have  been  a  charge  upon  her 
separate  property,  for  the  reason  I  have  already  stated, 
and  because,  as  she  had  the  absolute  interest  in  it,  she 
had  a  power  to  charge  her  separate  property  after  her 
death  in  any  way  she  pleased,  and  might  do  so  by  a 
promissory  note;  but  when  she  is  entitled  for  life  only 
and  can  only  charge  the  property  after  her  death  by 
deed  or  will,  the  promissory  note,  being  neither  a  deed 
Qor  a  will,  has  no  effect  in  charging  the  property  after 
her  decease.  During  her  life  it  would  be  a  charge 
upon  her  life  estate,  because  she  could  so  bind  her  life 
estate,  but  when  the  life  estate  had  no  longer  any 
existence,  the  note  constitutes  no  charge  on  the  property 
at  all. 


1866. 


Afler  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities  on 
this  sabject,  I  do  not  think  that  I  should  have  hesitated 
long  in  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come  had  it  not 
been  for  the  learned  and  elaborate  judgment  of  Lord 
Justice  l\irner  in  Johnson  v.  Gallagher  (a),  in  which  he 
came  to  an  opposite  conclusion.  On  reading  that  judg- 
ment, it  seems  to  me  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  lead- 
ing case  on  this  subject  was  Hulme  v.  Tenant{b),  and  that 
this  decision  laid  down  the  proposition  broadly  in  favor 
of  his  view.  The  ca»e  itself,  as  reported  in  Bro.  C.  C.^c), 
came  twice  before  the  Court,  and  is  so  reported  as  to 
give  a  foundation  for  either  view  of  the  case.  As  I 
considered  the  case  originally,  it  appeared  to  me  that 
the  principle  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Thurlow  in  that 
case  was,   that  a  feme  covert  could  act  with  respect 

to 


(a)  30  L.  J.  (CAfliff.)  298. 
{b)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  16. 


(f)  Pag€\Q{wU\). 


K  r2 


aWL  ^  '^^  -sTix-aH  ifiniig'v  B  £.  jfsMr  ook,  bnt,  if  wicboiil 
^-^-'  '»*?'^r?»-u=t  u  MS-  ssatiue  unni-Trv.  stip  entered  into  la 
ei^p^p>9ic9r  vrnei  wnuic  nmc  t  fisii  jb2f,  ^w  «o«ld 
!«**  in  -?fi--!r  Df  nsr  nr  m  iier  iinmertT.  Tht  Lord 
•*uffi<s  Tn-*  n  iii^  lanrneic  is  Joimmm  t.  Gal^ 
ivvH^  iC  ninBiKT*!T  HHC  I^DTC  TAsrimT  difitincsKr  Ud 
cji«v-i  lie  mnnsiE  aosmiKt.  iuk  &.  thait  the  aepuite 
ttmrns-  ir  nurrec  wnmex  ifstv  iab^  for  tlnir  geoeni 
^fEuremsuft.  "Vier  1  i<5ttr  ii<  itH-  Tcpasl  itadf^  I  find 
*uir  m.  1IK  inic  ncsBBun  Lnrd  Tkmiom  «Kt  theK 
vin»  — **  1'  R  nic  liu  'laxt  cur  cif  an  irAot,  who  ■ 
iu!ni:ii.iii»  IT  iisinir ;  xiic  ic  jgsiieii  to  a  J^mt  coMrt 
o±a?"iuiii>-i  =iiiP¥  9BS9L  II  ST>  ibiK  fu- :  tbai  tbe  eeoenl 
eikr»rKixinn»  n^  nie  vk  BUiJi  cmrvie  h^koi  Imt  persootl 
;c-:<:«errT.  oilI  HTviij  i:  ^iie  reus  and  profits  of  iier 
r»AL  etsaiiF.  Ls:  sua  xk?  imfiL«K  sba]l  be  oh^ed  to 
iTc'j  Tier«:iufcl  esre^  uic  reos  mnd  profits,  when  the? 
t.nw.  ^:  I2if  «fa»TiirD3rc  ctf*  ftoc^  svDcrml  en^Bgements." 
Os  1M  aeccos  offnwncw  tbe  repcoicr,  lir.  Bramm^  «u 
bCA  xrmegiL  be  rf^oris  h  <x  rwlmfwumi  aDd  Toy  sbortly, 
aud  «9  repofted  k  dses  fsaxe  tbe  propocitioo  as  Dotioed 
br  Lord  Jss^Joe  Tmrma-.  1  doabt  whether  both  are 
recoDci-aLie :  bvt  the  decree  is  not  to  the  effect  stated 
in  tbe  second  pait  of  tbe  Repott,  for  the  decree  meiely 
kficcts  tbe  rents  of  the  mife*s  scpaiate  estate,  which  were 
settled  for  her  separate  nse  nithoat  any  restraint  npoo 
antJcipation«  and  as  the  wife  had  joined  in  one  bond  and 
bad  alone  giren  the  other  bond,  it  was  clear  that  she 
thereby  intended  to  bind  her  separate  estate,  and  that 
she  did  bind  it  to  the  extent  of  her  power.  Therefore 
Lord  ThurUnc*s  decree  was  clearly  right  on  the  facts, 
witliout  resorting  to  the  doctrine,  that  the  general  debts 
of  a  feme  sole  could  be  paid  out  of  her  separate  estate. 
I  roust  therefore  consider  the  case  of  Hulme  r.  Tenwatt 

ai 
(a)  30  L.  J,  {Clant.)  p   309. 
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as  only  an  authority  For  the  principle  as  1  have  stated  it,        1866. 

and  that  it  is  in  this  limited  form  that  it  is  confirmed  by 

Sir  WUliam  Grant  in  Heatley  v.  Thomas  {a)  ^  that  is, 

tbalF  the  engagement  need  not  be  in  writing,  but  it  must 

be  proved  that  it  was  entered  into  with  an  intention  on 

her  part  of  making  her  separate  estate  liable  to  discharge 

that  debt,  and  this  intention  will  be  inferred  from  the 

mere  circumstance  of  contracting  the  debt.   When  I  say 

that  the  engagement  need  not  be  in  writing,  of  course 

there  is  this  qualification  :— that  if  the  separate  property 

of  the  married  woman  consist  of  real  estate  only,  the 

Statute  of  Frauds  applies  as  in  every  other  case  affecting 

land  ;  but  if  she  have  an  absolute  interest  in  personalty 

settled  to  her  separate  use,  then  a  verbal  engagement 

that  her  personal  estate  sha.ll  he  liable  to  pay  the  debt 

will  bind  it. 

Qxi  referring  to  the  other  case  I  find  two,  and  I  think 
only  two,  which  support  the  doctrine  that  separate  estate 
of  the  married  woman  is  liable  to  pay  her  general  debts, 
for  in  Field  v.  Sotok(b\  on  which  the  Lord  Justice 
Turner  relies.  Sir  John  Ltach  treats  the  debt  only  as  an 
equitable  appointment.  But  the  two  cases  to  which  I 
refer  confirm  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Justice 
Turner  only  indirectly ;  these  are,  Anon,  (c),  the  proper 
name  of  which  appears  to  be  Bruere  v.  Pemberton,  and 
Gregory  v.  Lockyer  (d).  These  are  cases  of  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  after 
ber  decease,  and  it  appears  that  the  debts  were  paid  pari 
pauUf  which  obviously  is  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine 
of  paying  out  of  the  separate  estate  only  those  debts 
which  are  charged  upon  it,  as,  in  that  case,  they  must 
be  paid  according  to  their  priority ;  but  I  do  not  find 

that 

(a)  15  Vei.  596.  (c)  18  Vei.  258. 

(4)  1  Aaisf.  82.  {d)  6  Mad,  90. 


IfZ.  ZjtSSt  13  CHASCCKT. 


^«in.  =2i£  ra-  kuot  w  s^riBt  hAn  the  Court,  and  tbit 
^  ncos-  r  uzmmsnEiim.  iesa»  ta  aie  to  hmTe  been  taken 
oiiLLTvrTcsitr.  r*ie  L«iri  Joaticc  TarMr  seenis  to  con- 
*i*r  sar  n  ne  =^  jr  rdwiox  ▼.  Y^<2ertl«9e»  (n), 
Kfcre  ^cs^rmnsilur  Klmier^ieff^  tbe  principle  he  lays 
EDwn  mfr  BLmctEa  xnir  iiiteii  apoa.  Bat  I  do  not  so 
:m:*r«?iLnti  u  Ji  Tamiiunt  t.  FoMArslegem  the  Vicf- 
ri^iiR^Lr  xeroKi  ml  i  smrrad  woman,  hmTingm  life 
fMue  a  :::t?sainit7- 11  itsr  separate  use  with  a  generii 
KTMcr  n  icnuotznisxc  3y  wrlL  does  not,  by  exerctiing 
CLxi  ]uwp^.  jELks  -tie  ji'juefti  ar^IicaUe  to  the  payment 
11'  ler  ^fx^r^cr^sirais  a  3ie  nstnre  cf  debts,  riz.,  of  soch 
z^n^TUTHSt^ois  i&  vriuia  Je  ^arzes  oa  her  separate  estate, 
mu   o  »;;?»■  !  'a-r  ie  use*  raese  weirds :  — 

*  Tie  icmiinibes  -«sc  -jus  cLutn  on  sereral  groands. 
'^c  r*xt:v  uss:kc  imc  uie  procfplie  b  not  applicable  even 
11  :Qtf  :ib«  jf  X  Jiau  «*i«*r?  is  in  the  present  case)  the 
Tuwer  9^  luc  mi^  :n  le  exscssed  by  will  and  not  by 
ie»»i.  ?«J  luiiioriy  TP^iaDcrcr  »  adduced  in  support  of 
uiis  }rT7)'u^Diiu.  iz  -^  utTTHtred  that  if  the  power  autho- 
:to»  is  3«*mj:  ^S2A:uQE*i  .ry  •ieed  or  will  and  the  donee 
iwnrses^  c  Vf  •vul^  rie  prniirple  will  apply.  Now  it  is 
3UC  -je  -neiTf  TtT^scessca  oc  t'le  EO«er  but  the  exercise  of 
:ue  'jciver  Vamh  ^na  ev'fr  zrre  occasion  to  the  application 
•jr  rie  ^rnc'pie.  mm  tizwll  be  appPied  at  all  where  the 
3i7\vtsr  fs  ^.\^rc!!:*ei  by  «Hu  I  do  cot  see  what  difference 
*iC  cm  tnuk^  watiCier  the  power  dkl  or  did  not  authorize 
the  e.%tm:!se  by  deed  as  weff  as  by  will.'*  Therefore  it  is 
ciear,  in  :!ie  *ie^»  cf  Vice-Cbancellor  KindersUyj  that 
this  vrtse  mtji$e  be  decided  exactly  the  same,  whether 
the  marned  wooxaa  had  power  to  di^^pose  of  the  pro- 
perty by  deed  or  wtIL  or  by  wilt  only,  provided  she 
exen:ised  the  power  by  will.  I  agree  with  ererything 
the  ^Ice-Cbaaceilor  h<is  said  in  that  case  with  respect 

to  the  execution  of  powers. 

The 
(a)  3  Dnw.  165. 
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The  result  is^  tliat,  in  my  opinion,  the  rule  is  that  the 
liability  of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  is 
only  created  by  something  which  operates  as  a  specific 
charge  upon  it,  and  that  this  chiirge  can  be  produced 
only  by  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  married  woman 
to  create  such  a  cliarge. 

I  adopt  the  expression  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir 
John  Leach^  in  Stuart  v.  Kirkwall (n)^  viz.,  "that  2ifeme 
covert  being  incapable  of  contract,  this  Court  cannot 
subject  her  separate  property  to  general  demands,  but 
that,  as  incident  to  the  power  of  enjoyment  of  separate 
property,  she  has  a  power  to  appoint  it,  and  that  this 
Court  will  consider  a  security  executed  by  her  as  an 
appointment  pro  tanto  of  her  separate  estate."  The  only 
alteration  I  should  wish  to  make  would  be,  to  substitute 
another  word  for  the  word  *'  appointment,"  because  it  is 
not  the  execution  of  a  power,  it  is  a  disposal  pro  tanto 
of  her  separate  estate,  which  she  has  the  povNcr  of 
disposing  of. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  cite  in  detail  the  other 
cases,  all  of  which  I  have  carefully  examined  and,  as 
they  appear  to  me,  support  the  view  I  have  stated.  1 
think,  as  1  have  stated,  that  this  view  is  taken  by  the 
Vice-Chancellor  JSTincfer^Z^y  in  Vaughanv,  Vanderstegen, 
and  by  me  in  following  that  decision,  and  it  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  only  mode  by  which  the  authorities  can  be 
reconciled  with  principle. 

It  follows,  of  course,  in  my  opinion,  where  a  married 
woman  has  an  estate  for  life  only  and  a  power  of  dis- 
position after  her  decease,  by  will  only,  that  this  separate 
property  will  not,  after  her  decease,  be  liable  to  pay  her 
general  creditors,  and  also  that  in  the  administration  of 
the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  after  her  decease, 

the 
(n)  3  Madd.  387, 
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the  debts  are  to  be  paid  in  order  of  priority  and  not  pari 
passu. 

I  have  given  to  this  subject  the  best  attention  I  have 
been  able,  and  such  is  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have 
arrived.  I  regret  that  the  smallness  of  the  amount  Id 
question  in  this  case  is  such  as  to  render  the  probabih'ty 
of  an  appeal  to  the  highest  tribunal  very  remote;  but  I 
have,  on  this  account,  given  the  subject,  if  possible,  more 
consideration  than  I  should  otherwise  have  done.  The 
consequence  of  my  decision  is,  that  the  promissory  note 
given  by  Elizabeth  Rowcliffe  did  not  constitute  any 
charge  on  her  separate  estate,  and  that  the  claim  of  Mr. 
Bridge  in  respect  of  it  cannot  be  allowed.  In  other 
respects  the  decree  is  settled. 

Note — See  12  JurUt,  part  2,  p,  243. 


May  28. 

Under  a  power 
to  the  survivor 
to  appoint  new 
trustees,  the 
Court  held, 
upon  the  terms 
or  the  power, 
that  surviving 
trustees,  ap- 
pointed by  the 
Court  and  not 
under  the 
power,  bad  no 
authority  to 
exercise  it. 


COOPER  V.  MACDONALD. 

rriHE  testator  died  in  1852,  having  devised  his  estate 
■*"      to  four  trustees,  whom  he  appointed  his  executors. 

The  testator's  will  contained  the  following  power  to 
appoint  new  trustees  :  — 

He  declared  that  if  the  trustees  thereinbefore  named, 
or  either  of  them,  or  any  trustees  or  trustee  to  be  ap- 
pointed under  the  now  stating  clause,  should  die  or  be 
unwilling  or  incompetent  to  execute  the  trusts  of  the 
said  will,  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  said  wife,  in  her 
lifetime,  and  for  the  surviving  trustees  or  trustee  (if  any) 
after  her  decease,  whether  retiring  from  the  office  of 
trustee  or  not,  and  if  none,  for  the  executors  or  admi- 
nistrators of  the  last  surviving  trustee,  to  appoint,  by 

any 


Cooper 

V. 
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any  writing  under  his  hands  or  hand,  any  fit  person  or  1866. 
persons  to  fill  the  office  of  the  deceased,  retiring  or  in- 
competent trustee  or  trustees,  but  no  such  appointment 
should  take  place  after  his  said  wife's  decease  without  Macdonald. 
the  concurrence  in  writing  of  the  major  part  of  his 
children  who  should  be  then  of  age  and  in  England ; 
and  such  trustees  or  trustee  so  to  be  appointed  should 
have,  execute  and  exercise  the  same  trusts,  powers  or 
authorities  as  if  they  or  he  had  been  originally  ap- 
pointed, and  the  surviving  acting  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being  should  be  fully  competent  to  execute  and 
exercise  all  the  trusts  and  powers  thereby  given  until 
another  trustee  or  other  trustees  was  or  were  appointed, 
and  the  majority  of  the  acting  trustees  for  the  time 
being  should  bind  the  minority. 

In  1863,  one  of  the  trustees  had  disclaimed,  another 
bad  died,  and  a  third  was  desirous  of  being  discharged, 
and  thereupon  the  Court  appointed  two  new  trustees  to 
act  with  John  Macdonald^  the  last  original  trustee. 

John  Macdonald  died  in  1866,  and  a  petition  was 
now  presented  to  appoint  a  new  trustee  in  his  place. 

The  widow  being  dead,  the  surviving  trustees  claimed, 
under  the  terms  of  the  power,  the  right  to  appoint  the 
trustee  with  the  consent  of  the  children. 

Mr.  Southffaie,  Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Baggallay^  Mr. 
JBeavan,  Mr.  Everett  and  Mr.  Speed  for  difierent  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  surviving 
trustees,  having  been  appointed  by  the  Court  and  not 
under  the  power,  had  no  authority  to  mominate  new 
trustees,  and  be  directed  a  reference  to  appoint  new 
trustees. 
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J/>r.21,23,24. 

A,  B,,  being 
tenant  on  the 
rolls  of  copy- 
holds held  in 
trast,  devised 
them  to  C.  D., 
who  dis- 
claimed.    Tlie 
Court  having 
made  an  order, 
under  the 
Trustee  Act, 
in  the  absence 
of  the  lord  of 
the  manor, 
vesting  the 
copyholds  in 
a  new  tnistee : 
—Held,  that 
the  order  was 
regular  in  form, 
and  that  it  did 
not  prejudice 
the  right  of 
the  lord. 

Whether 
two  fines  were 
payable  to  the 
lord  on  the  ad- 
mission of  the 
new  trustee 
guare,  but 
umble  not. 


PATERSON  V.  PATERSON. 

TN  1817  Peler  Paterson  the  elder  was  admitted  tenant 
-*•  to  some  borough  English  property  held  of  the 
manor  of  Woodford  in  Essex.  He  died  in  1860,  having 
devised  this  property  to  Peter  Paterson  the  younger 
upon  certain  trusts. 

In  1861  Peter  Paterson  the  younger  was  admitted 
tenant  of  the  property,  to  hold  according  to  the  tenor 
and  effect  of  the  will  and  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor. 

In  1864  Peter  Paterson  the  younger  died,  having  de- 
vised his  real  estate  to  his  widow  in  fee,  and  she  in  1865 
disclaimed  the  devise  of  the  copyholds. 

The  parties  beneficially  interested  presented  a  petition 
to  the  Court  under  the  Trustee  Act  (13  &  14  Vict.  c. 
60),  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Woodford,  the  Court,  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1865,  ordered 
as  follows: — "That  Abraham  Booth  be  appointed  a  trus- 
tee of  the  will  of  Peter  Paterson  the  elder,  so  far  as 
related  to  the  copyhold  and  customary  hereditaments 
devised  thereby,  in  substitution  for  Peter  Paterson  the 
younger  deceased.  And  it  is  ordered  that  all  the  estate 
and  interest  in  these  copyhold  or  customary  heredita- 
ments devised  by  the  will  of  Peter  Paterson  the  elder, 
which  would  have  vested  in  Sarah  Pnterson,  if  she  bad 
accepted  the  devise  of  the  same  hereditaments  in  the 
said  will  of  the  said  Peter  Paterson  the  younger  con- 
tained, do  vest  in  the  said  Abraham  Booth,  upon  the 
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trusts  by  tlie  said  will  and  codicil  of  the  said  Peter        1866. 
Paterson  the  elder  declared  concerning  the  same,  or 
such  of  them  as  are  now  subsisting  and  capable  of  taking 
effect."  Patemok. 

Upon  Mr.  BootKs  applying  to  be  admitted  tenant  to 
the  property,  the  lord  of  the  manor  required  to  be  paid 
two  fines. 

Mr.  Booth  declined  to  pay  the  two  fines,  and  he  ob- 
tained from  the  Court  of  Queen*s  Bench  a  rule  against 
the  lord  of  the  manor  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus 
should  not  issue  to  compel  him  to  admit  him.  This 
rule  had  not  yet  been  argued. 

The  lord  of  the  manor  now  presented  a  petition 
stating  that  he  was  advised  that  the  order  of  the  3rd 
June,  1865,  was  informal  and  irregular  and  was  not  in 
accordance  with  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  and  that  no  order 
could,  under  that  act,  be  made  to  vest  copyholds  in  the 
manner  such  order  purported  to  do  without  the  consent 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  that  such  consent  had  not 
been  obtained  or  given,  and  that  such  an  order  must,  in 
all  cases,  be  subject  to  the  usual  payments  for  fines  and 
fees.  He  also  stated  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  copy- 
holds was  vested  in  Peter  Paterson  the  son  by  his  ad- 
mission of  the  24th  December ^  1861,  and  that  it  made  no 
difference,  in  regard  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  and  to  the 
fines  and  fees,  whether  he  was  admitted  as  trustee  or 
in  his  own  right.  That  he  was  advised  that  although 
the  order  of  the  3rd  of  June^  1865,  was  informal  and 
irregular,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  could  not,  on  the 
argument  of  the  rule,  entertain  the  question  as  to  whether 
it  was  informal  or  irregular  but  would  treat  it  as  formal 
and  regular  in  all  respects.  That  the  Petitioner  would 
not  be  able  successfully  to  resist  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of 
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mtmtiamas  directing  them  to  admit  Mr.  Baoik,  and  diat 
ihey  might  thereby  lose  the  does  properly  payable  by 
Mr.  Booth  on  hift  admiflsion  to  the  copyhoida. 

The  petition  prayed  that  the  order  of  the  3rd  QfJwae, 
I860,  might  be  discharged  or  revenedy  and  that,  if 
necessary,  the  petition  apon  which  it  was  made  aught 
be  reheard,  and  ibr  costs. 


Mr.  Sebeyn  and  Mr.  Jfaider  for  the  lord  of  the  manor. 
Two  fines  are  payable  upon  the  admission  of  Booth.  The 
effect  uf  the  dinilaimer  of  the  devisee  was,  to  vest  the 
copyhold  in  the  heir  ;  and  considering  the  case,  first,  in- 
dependently of  the  Trustee  Act  (13  Jk  14  Fie/,  e.  60), 
there  would  be  one  fine  payable  on  the  admission  of  the 
heir  and  one  upon  his  sarrender  and  the  admission  of 
Booth.  The  heir,  it  is  true,  might  surrender  to  the  lord 
to  the  use  of  another  without  being  admitted,  but  that 
''cannot  prejudice  the  lord  of  his  fine  doe  to  him  by 
the  custom  of  the  manor  upon  the  descent  ;**  Broms 
ease  (a) ;  Morm  ▼.  Faulhner  (&) ;  Craisf ,  Dig.  (c). 

But  the  lord^s  right  is  not  affected  by  the  Trustee  Act 
(13  k  14  VicL  c.  &>).  By  the  34th  section  the  Court 
may  direct  that  "  lands  subject  to  the  trust  shall  vest  in 
the"  new  trustee,  and  the  order  is  to  have  the  same  effect 
as  if  the  previous  trustee  **  had  duly  executed  all  proper 
conveyances  **  of  such  land.  By  the  interpretatioa  clause 
(s.  2),  the  word  'Mand**  includes  copyholds,  and  the  word 
'' conveyance "  includes  '^ surrenders  and  other  acta  which 
a  tenant  of  customary  or  copyhold  lands  can  himself 
perform,  preparatory  to  or  in  aid  of  a  complete  assurance 
of  such  customary  or  copyhold  lands.'*    The  28th  section 

does 
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(b)  1  AnHruikeTf  p.  13. 


(e)  Vol,  1  {4ik  edit.)  p,  292. 
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does  not  apply,  for  the  order  was  not  made  with  the 
consent  of  the  lord,  and  it  does  not  appoint  a  person  to 
convey.  Even  if  it  did  apply,  it  imposes  no  obligation 
on  the  lord  to  admit  except  subject  to  *'  the  usual  pay- 
ments.*' There  have  been  two  devolutions  of  title,  and 
therefore  two  fines  were  payable,  which  cannot  be  re- 
covered in  an  action  of  debt ;  Gilberfs  Tenures  (a). 

The  order  ought  to  be  discharged  or  varied  in  form, 
for  while  it  stands,  the  Court  of  Law  will  be  bound 
by  it. 

They  also  cited  Scrivenon  Copyholds  {b)\  Lord  Londes- 
horovgh  v.  Foster  (c)\  In  re  Howard (d);  In  re  Flit- 
croft  {e) ;  Cooper  v.  Jones  (/) ;  Re  Howard  {g) ;  Brown's 
ease  (A) ;  OilberCs  Tenures  (a) ;  Lewin  on  Trusts  (i) ; 
1  Vict.  c.  26,  8.  3. 


Mr.  Joshua  Williams  and  Mr.  C,  Browne,  contri. 
The  only  question  that  can  be  now  determined  is,  the 
regularity  of  the  order  of  3rd  otJune,  1866.  That  order 
is  in  the  usual  form  and  it  was  properly  made  ex  parte, 
for  the  lord  could  not  appear  or  oppose  it;  Ayles  v. 
Cax{k),  The  question  as  to  fines  is  not  to  be  deter- 
mined here  but  in  a  Court  of  Law,  and  this  order  cannot 
affect  that  question  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  lord. 

The  lord  cannot  insist  on  payment  of  the  fine  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  admission ;  he  is  not  to  be  the 
judge  of  the  amount  payable  to  him  but  is  bound  to 
adroit,  and  he  may  then  enforce  payment  of  the  proper 

fines 


(a)  Page  292. 
(6)  Page  342  (4M  edit.) 
{€)  S  Betti  Sm.  805. 
{d)  8  W.  Rep.  605. 
(O  1  Jyr.  (N.  S.)  418. 


(/)  25  L  J.  (CAflnc.)  240. 
(g)  3  W.  Rep,  605. 
(A)  4  Rep.  22. 
(0  Page  179. 
(k)  17  fifov.  584. 
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Anes  either  by  action  or  by  seizure  of  the  land.  Here 
there  cannot  be  said  to  be  two  descents,  the  land  de- 
scended originally  on  the  heir  on  trust  and  subject  to 
the  right  of  the  devisee  in  trust  to  be  admitted,  and  the 
Court,  under  the  32nd  section,  has  merely  substituted 
another  trustee  and  vested  in  him  the  right  of  the  prior 
trustee  to  be  admitted. 


They  cited  WatkiTis  on  Copyholds  (a) ;  Reg,  v. 
WilUsley  (4) ;  In  re  Flitcroft  (c) ;  In  re  Hurst  (d);  Glass 
V.  Richardson  {e). 


Mr.  Ellis,  Mr.  Speed  and  Mr.  Pontifex  for  other 
parties  beneficially  interested. 

Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply.  The  fines  were  payable  on  ad- 
mission and  the  lord  is  justified  in  refusing  to  admit  until 
he  has  been  paid. 

This  order  prejudices  the  lord's  right  in  a  Court  of 
Law,  a  Court  of  Law  would  assume  its  regularity  and 
that  it  was  made  in  the  presence  or  with  the  consent  of 
the  lord.  The  order  represents  that  there  is  only  one 
devolution  of  title,  whereas  there  have  been  two,  and  it 
orders  the  estate,  which  would  have  vested  in  the  widow 
if  she  had  not  disclaimed,  shall  vest  in  Booth.  She  was 
not  the  trustee  in  whose  place  Booth  was  appointed,  but 
the  heir  was  such  trustee.  He  referred  to  Reg,  v. 
Wilson  {f)',  Townson  v.  Tichell(g). 


{a)   Vol.  I,  p.  255. 
(6)  2  EIL  4  B.  924. 

(c)  1  Jur,  (N.  S.)  41 

(d)  Stlon  on  DecreeSj 


^M^.  u.;4l8. 

011  Decrees,  799. 


The 


(e)  2  DeG.M.iG.  658. 
(/)  3  Beit  ^Sm.  201. 
(g)  3  Barn.  Sf  Aid.  SI. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  have  considered  thii  case  and  the  authorities,  and  ^^ 

I  intend  to  express  an  opinion,  to  some  extent  only,  on     Patbmon. 
this  matter.  Apr,  24. 

It  is  an  application  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  praying 
that  the  vesting  order  made  by  roe  on  the  3rd  of  June^ 
1865,  may  be  discharged.  For  that  purpose  the  lord 
comes  before  me  and  points  out  that  he  is  entitled  to 
double  fines. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  form  of  that  order  is  quite 
right,  and  that  it  is  in  the  form  in  which  I  have 
made  many  orders,  and  that  it  is  the  ordinary  form  in 
which  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  of  copyholds  is 
usually  made  by  this  Court.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that 
the  cestuis  que  trust  were  wisely  advised  that  the  lord 
ought  not  to  be  served  with  their  petition,  and  that  it  was 
not  a  proper  occasion  to  discuss  the  rights  of  the  lord 
of  the  manor  upon  the  hearing  of  the  petition  for  the 
appointment  of  a  new  trustee,  I  am  also  of  opinion 
that  that  order  has  not  prejudiced  the  lord  in  the  slightest 
degree,  and  that  if  he  is  entitled  to  double  fines  and 
bring  his  action  to  recover  them,  the  form  of  my  order 
will  not  affect  his  rights. 

I  have  also  listened  carefully  to  all  the  arguments  of 
the  Petitioners'  counsel,  but  they  have  failed  to  prove 
that  there  have  been  two  devolutions  of  title  in  this  case. 
No  doubt  if  I  were  to  make  two  devolutions  of  title  in 
my  order  it  would  be  very  advantageous  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor;  but  I  am  not  entitled  to  do  it,  nor  am  1 
aware  that  the  lord  is  entitled  to  require  a  fine  to  be 
paid  on  the  substitution  of  one  trustee  for  another, 
provided  there  has  been  no  admittance.     If  there  has 
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been  an  admittance  of  the  first  trustee,  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  the  lord  would  be  entitled  to  a  fine 
on  the  admission  of  the  second. 

If  this  Court  appointed  a  new  trustee  who  died  before 
admittance  and  the  Court  then  appointed  another  trustee, 
I  am  not  aware  that  that  would  be  a  devolution  of  title 
which  would  entitle  the  lord  to  a  fine,  but  where  there 
is  a  distinct  devolution  of  title  he  is  entitled  to  it. 

I  am  disposed  to  think  that  the  view  taken  by  Mr. 
Joshua  Williams  is  the  correct  one,  namely,  that  the 
copyhold  descends  to  the  heir  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
devisee  to  be  admitted,  and  that  the  Court  has  substi- 
tuted another  person  for  such  devisee. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  form  of  the  order  is  correct, 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  prejudice,  and  that  it  does 
not  prejudice,  the  rights  of  the  lord  if  he  should  bring 
his  action,  and  I  certainly  do  not  intend  to  prejudice 
his  rights;  but  I  consider  this  to  be  the  proper  form  of 
order  and  that  it  would  have  been  wrong  to  have  served 
the  lord  with  the  petition  for  obtaining  it.  I  have  been 
obliged  to  hear  the  points  argued  in  order  to  consider  if 
the  order  was  right,  but  the  only  order  I  can  make  on 
this  occasion  is,  to  dismiss  this  petition  with  costs. 
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CLEMENTS  v.  WELLES. 

Dec.  13. 

N  1867,  the  Plaintiff,  Clements^  carried  on  the  business  The  assignee 

or  hairdresser  on  premises  situate  in  Leicester  Street ,  j^^g  /^^/^  jj 

which  he  held  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years.  have  construc- 

tive notice  of 
a  covenant  in 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  June,  1860,  the  ^^^J^^^^  of 
T»i  •     -/v   x^  trade  con- 

Plamtiff,  Clements,  assigned  the  residue  of  the  term  to  tained  in  an 

WeUes  in  consideration  of  260Z.    And  Welles  thereby,  for  fK^^^n^^ 

himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  lease,  he  hav* 

did  covenant,  promise  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  Plain-  hlmsS^  by 

tiff,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  that  he,  agreement, 

',,      -  .  ,     .    .  .  ,        from  ex- 

Welles,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  or  under-  amining  the 

tenants,  should  not  nor  would,  during  the  said  term,  ?"<>»•  *»*!«• 

carry  on,  on   the  said  premises  thereby  assigned,  the 

trade  or  business  of  a  hairdresser. 

The  Plaintiff  afterwards  carried  on  his  business  in 
Tichboume  Street,  which  was  not  far  distant  from 
Leicester  Street,  and  the  object  of  the  covenant  was, 
to  prevent  any  one  setting  up  in  business  as  a  hair- 
dresser on  the  premises  in  Leicester  Street,  where  that 
business  had,  for  a  considerable  time,  been  carried  on 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  thereby  availing  himself  of  the 
Plaintiff's  connexion  in  business. 


By  an  indenture,  dated  the  6th  of  June,  1860,  Welles 
granted  an  underlease  of  the  premises  in  Leicester  Street 
for  seventeen  years  to  Filippo  Ghio,  who  covenanted 
that  he,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  would 
not  exercise  or  carry  on  upon  the  premises,  or  permit  to 
be  exercised  or  carried  on  therein,  any  art,  trade  or  busi- 
ness whatsoever,  except  that  of  a  tailor. 
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186S.  By  an  indenture,  dated  the  29th  of  November,  1861, 

Welles  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  premises  (subject 
to  the  underlease  to  Ghio)  to  Mr.  HalL 

Ghws  underlease  became  vested  in  Devickf  and,  in 
April,  1865,  the  Defendant  Sheat  (a  hairdreaser)  agreed 
to  purchase  it  from  Devick ;  but  the  agreement  for  the 
purchase  provided,  that  the  Defendant  should  not  require 
the  production  of  any  title  anterior  to  the  indenture  of 
the  6th  of  June,  1860,  nor  any  evidence  of  the  lessor's 
title  to  grant  the  same. 

Sheafs  solicitor  required  the  vendor's  solicitor  to  ob- 
tain from  the  lessor  of  the  lease  of  the  6th  day  of  Jvme, 
1860,  his  consent  to  his  using  the  premises  for  the  buai« 
ness  of  a  hairdresser  and  perfumer,  and,  on  the  24th  day 
of  April,  1865,  he  received  the  following  permission  so 
to  use  the  premises: — 

"Whereas  Edmund  Lionel  Welles,  the  grantor  of  the 
lease  of  No.  19,  Leicester  Street,  Regent  Street,  to  Phil- 
lipo  Ghio,  dated  the  6th  day  of  June,  1860,  (which  lease 
has  since  been  assigned  to  Joseph  Devick),  has  since 
assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  said  premises  to  me,  by  a 
certain  deed  bearing  date  the  29th  day  of  November, 
1861 :  Now  therefore  I  do  hereby  consent  to  Joseph 
Devick,  or  his  undertenants  or  assigns,  carrying  on  in 
and  upon  the  said  premises  the  trade  or  business  of  a 
hairdresser  and  perfumer. 

"  W.  H.  HaUr 

"24th  day  of  ^/?n7,  1865." 

The  underlease  was  thereupon  assigned  by  Devick  to 
Sheat,  who  commenced  fitting  up  the  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  his  business  of  hairdresser  and 
perfumer  there. 
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The  PlaintifT  filed  this  bill  on  the  10th  of  May,  1865, 
against  Welles  and  Sheat,  praying  that  Welles  might 
specifically  perform  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of  the  1st 
of  June,  1860,  against  carrying  on  the  trade  or  business 
of  a  hairdresser  on  the  premises  in  Leicester  Street  and 
for  damages,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Sheat 
from  carrying  on  that  trade  on  the  same  premises, 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Terrell  for  th*e  Plaintiff.  The 
Defendant  Sheat,  having  precluded  himself  from  looking 
into  tlie  title  to  the  property,  cannot  now  say  that  he  is 
a  purchaser  without  notice;  Robsonv.  Flight  {a)  \  Parker 
V.  Whyte  (6) ;  and  see  Peto  v.  Hammond  (c) ;  and  TFbr- 
ihington  v.  Morgan  (rf).  He  has  therefore  constructive 
notice  of  the  covenant,  and  whether  it  runs  with  the 
land  or  not  it  is  binding  on  him  with  this  notice;  Tulk 
Y.  Moxhfiy  (e). 

Secondly.  Welles,  the  original  covenantee,  has  pro- 
perly been  made  a  party,  for  his  liability  is  such  that  he 
could  never  get  rid  of  it  by  assignment. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  C.  Hall,  for  Welles,  submitted 
that  having  parted  with  all  his  interest  and  being  in  no 
default,  he  had  improperly  been  made  a  party  to  this 
suit. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  J.  Slmmonds,  for  Sheat,  sub- 
mitted that  he  had  taken  every  reasonable  and  practi- 
cable precaution  in  the  matter;  that  the  covenant  in 
question  was  not  binding  on  him  because  he  had  no 
notice  or  knowledge  or  means  of  notice  or  knowledge 
thereof  until  after  he  had  completed  his  purchase  of  the 

premises ; 

(a)  34  Beoo.  110.  (d)  16  Sim.  547. 

(6)  1  Hem.  Sf  Mel.  167.  (e)  1 1  Beav.  571,  and  2  Fhil. 

(c)  30  hto9.  495.  774. 
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premises;  that  the  covenant  could  not  be  binding  on  him 
even  if  he  had  had  notice  of  it,  as  it  only  purported  to 
restrain  Welles,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assignsy 
or  undertenants,  and  that  Sheat  occupied  the  premises 
as  undertenant  of  Hall,  and  in  no  other  character;  that 
the  covenant  was  purely  personal  and  could  not  run 
with  the  land,  either  at  law  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
term  or  in  equity  with  notice,  and  that  Welles,  and  his 
executors  or  administrators,  could  alone  be  made  liable 
for  any  breach  of  such  covenant.  They  also  submitted 
that  the  covenant  was  void,  as  an  unreasonable  restraint 
of  trade,  and  also  because  it  was  founded  on  no  sufficient 
consideration.  They  cited  Smith's  Leading  Cases  (fl), 
and  Flight  v.  Barton  (b). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  as  against  the  Defendant  Sheat, 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  injunction.  If  it  were  not 
so  and  I  were  to  accede  to  the  argument  on  his  behalf, 
observe  what  the  consequences  would  be.  If  a  builder, 
having  erected  a  house,  granted  a  lease  of  it  to  another 
person,  and  in  order  that  his  adjoining  house  might  not 
be  injured,  he  introduced  into  the  lease  a  covenant  that 
the  lessee  would  not  carry  on  noxious  trades  in  it,  such 
as  that  of  a  soap  boiler,  the  lessee  might  grant  an  under- 
lease of  the  property  to  another  person  discharged  from 
the  covenant,  who  might  carry  on  any  species  of  trade 
on  the  premises,  provided  that  other  person  did  not 
look  into  the  title  of  his  lessor,  so  that  the  whole  cove- 
nant would  become  useless.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
is  not  so,  and  that  the  fact  of  a  person  granting  an 
underlease  does  not  put  the  underlessee  in  any  different 

position 

(a)  Page  74.  (6)  3  MyL  i  K.  282. 
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position  from  that  of  the  person  granting  it,  and  who        1866. 
has  distinct  and  positive  notice  of  and  is  bound  by  all 
the  covenants  contained  in  the  original  lease. 

In  this  case,  though  it  is  hard  on  SheiU,  because  he 
knew  nothing  of  the  matter  and  acted  perfectly  bond 
Jide,  yet  when  he  found  that  no  trade  except  that  of 
tailor  could  be  carried  on  upon  the  premises,  he  applied 
for  a  licence  which  was  given,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
he  thereby  had  constructive  notice  of  the  covenant  pro- 
hibiting other  trades.  He  applied  to  Mr.  Hall,  knowing 
that  be  was  the  person  to  apply  to  for  the  licence,  and 
the  licence  refers  to  the  assignment  of  29th  o{  November, 
1861,  which  was  the  assignment  from  Welles  to  Hall 
of  the  interest  in  the  property  which  had  been  assigned 
to  Welles  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  which  assignment  con- 
tains the  covenant  in  question. 

Mr.  Sheat  therefore  had  constructive  notice  of  this 
covenant,  and  he  cannot  now  say  he  is  at  liberty  to 
carry  on  the  trade  of  hairdresser  on  the  premises.  I 
must  therefore  make  a  decree  for  ai  perpetual  injunc- 
tion against  him. 

But  I  roust  dismiss  the  bill  as  against  Welles,  who 
is  not  in  default.  He  has  done  no  act  which  could 
mislead  any  one ;  he  has  granted  an  underlease  with  a 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee  that  no  trade  shall 
be  carried  on  upon  the  premises  except  that  of  a  tailor. 
He  has  since  assigned  all  his  interest  to  another  person, 
who,  when  applied  to  for  a  licence,  ought  to  have 
refused  it.  Welles  has  not  broken  the  covenant  and  he 
does  not  intend  to  do  so,  and  there  is  no  case  made 
for  bringing  him  here.  I  must  dismiss  the  bill  against 
him  with  costs. 
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Ix  TY  L05D0X,  HAMBURG,  tc,  BANK. 

EMMERSOy^S  CASE 
TOOMBS'  CASE. 

MERSOy^S  case  wms  as  follows  :— 


Oa  u»  6di  of  Apnl^  1565,  Mr.  Ward  sold  twenty 
2^^^^^*^  siares  ia  thk  companv  to  Mr.  Emmersom  for  90t,  and 
t^poKtkccf  t^  boQgiit  Doie  was  dated  the  llth  of  ApriL  The 
Lcii^L  ins  ^'ciMior  executed  ibe  transfer,  and  the  purchaser  paid  the 
?  lo  ^  cozksdeiauon  iDooej,  hot  the  transfer  had  never  heen 
to  tbRs  10^  registoed,  ia  consequence  of  an  order  haTing  been  made 
M  rncJj  »  1^  ,j^jj^  „p  ijjg  companT.  It  was  admitted  that  the 
vcre  DOC  &bnii  sa]e  was  perfecdT  froai  Jidif ,  both  parties  being  ignorant, 

n».  ptvHded     ^^  ^^  ^^'^^  ^'^  ^^  *^  ^^  ^  petition  had  been  pre- 
tbe  xniHKsioB  seated  to  wind  up  the  company, 
be  kmi  |Ur. 
J.  nid 

5ll!n^t.  The  facts  howerer  turned  out  to  be,  that  prior  to  the 

eompanj  to  '  ■ 

fiL,  both  heizig  contract,  and  on  the  25th  of  Marek,  1865,  a  petition 
&i^Be that     ^^^  heeu  presented  to  wind  op  the  company,  that  the 

f  P«^»w>  1^,  petiticm  had   been  first  advertized  in  the   Ilme$  and 

been  preteDtra 

to  wind  op  the  Gazette  on  the  1 1th  of  Aprils  and  that  an  order  to  wind 

r^^fcih^  up  the  company  had  been  made  on  the  22nd  oi  ApriL 

order  wst         The  consequence  of  this  was,  that  the  transfer  of  the 

^mSt^luid  shares  could  not  be  r^stered,  and  that  the  name  of  Mr. 

that  Dotwith-  '  Wmri 

staDdiof  the 

84th  and  114th 

sections  of  *-  The  Oompaniea  Act,  1862,"  there  was  a  valid  and  bindiag  saleu 

Under  the  above  circamstances  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  he  had  anthority 
under  that  act  to  deal  vith  the  case,  and  he  pUoed  the  purchaser  oa  the  liat  ia  lieo 
of  the  Tendor,  vhose  name  had  remained  on  the  register.  The  Lords  Justices  con- 
corred  in  thinking  that  the  Court  had  such  authority,  but  held  that  the  eircainaCances 
were  such  that  the  Court  could  not  specifically  perform  the  contract. 

Practice  as  to  appointing  Promional  Liquidators. 
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Ward  still  appeared  on  the  register  as  bolder  of  these  1866. 
twenty  shares.  He  now  applied,  by  summons,  to  have  ^"^^^^ 
his  name  removed  and  that  of  Mr.  Emmerson  substi-      Londoit 

tuted.  Hamburg, 

&c.  Bank 

Limited. 

Emmbrsom's 
Another  similar  case  {ToomVs  case)  came  before  the  .        ,  ' 
Court  and  was  argued  at  the  same  time  as  JEmmerson's 
case.      The  facts  relating  to    Tocmbi  case  were   as 
follows : — 

On  the  27th  March ^  1865,  Colonel  Toombs,  by  his 
broker,  sold  twenty  shares  to  Mr.  Emmerson  for  170Z. 
On  the  11th  of  April,  1865,  the  transfer  n^as  duly  exe- 
cuted by  Colonel  Toombs  and  sent  to  Mr.  Emmerson, 
lind  in  this  case  the  money  was  duly  paid  by  Mr.  Emmer- 
son. The  sale  was  bond  fide,  but  the  transfer  of  the 
shares  was  not  registered,  solely  by  reason  of  the 
winding-up  of  the  company. 

The  question  really  was,  whether  the  sales  on  the  6th 
of  Ajril  and  the  27th  of  March  respectively,  being 
subsequent  to  the  presentation  of  the  petition  to  wind 
up,  were  not  void  under  the  84th  and  153rd  sections  of 
•'The  Companies  Act,  1862." 

Mr.  Everitt  for  Colonel  Toombs.  The  purchaser  is, 
in  equity,  the  real  owner  of  these  shares,  and  he  there- 
fore is  the  contributory  in  respect  of  them.  This  was 
a  hon&  fide  sale  to  a  solvent  person,  and  by  the 
loSrd  section  it  is  not  void  if  ^  the  Court  otherwise 
orders."  The  Court  ought,  therefore^  to  exercise  ite 
discretion  and  make  such  an  order.  There  is  a  marked 
difference  between  this  section  and  the  163rd  and  164th, 
which  enact  that  certain  dealings  ^*  shall  be  void  to  all 
intents,"  thus  leaving  no  discretion  to  the  Court  The 
legislature  could  never  have  intended  that  a  secret  peti- 
tion. 
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1866.  tion,  if  followed  by  an  order  to  wind  up,  should  ioTali- 
date  all  the  bcma  fide  transactions,  between  indifidoab 
and  not  affecting  the  company,  subsequent  to  the  pre- 
sentation of  such  petition.  In  this  case  there  had  beeo 
a  previous  petition  in  December  for  winding  up  the  com- 
EifMEKsos't  pany,  presented  by  an  adTerse  party  but  which  he  aban- 
doned. This  shews  the  difficulty  of  holding  that  the 
validity  of  all  dealings  like  the  present  are  to  depend 
on  the  will  of  the  Petitioner,  and  on  the  chance  of  his 
prosecuting  or  abandoning  his  petition. 


Imrt 

LosDOjr, 

Hambceg. 

Ire  Bask 

LlMfTED. 


Case. 
ToojtAs'C 


Mr.  E.  H  Turner  for  Mr.  Ward.  A  valid  bondfde 
contract  was  entered  into  in  ignorance  of  the  existence 
of  any  petition  to  wind  up  the  company.  That  contract 
might  have  been  specifically  enforced,  and  the  shares 
and  every  subsequent  dividend  belonged,  in  equity,  to 
the  purchaser,  and  they  might  have  been  recovered  by 
him.  The  party  who  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
shares  is  bound  to  bear  the  responsibilities.  The  Court 
has  jurisdiction  to  determine  who  is  properly  the  con- 
tributory, and  in  settling  the  list,  it  must  necessarily 
determine  that  question. 

He  referred  to  Bechitt  v.  BiWrough  (a) ;  Shaw  v. 
Flsher{J})i  Chealew.Kenward^c);  Walker  y.  Bartlett{d); 
CostelkfsCaseifi). 


Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  E.  K.  Karslake  for  Mr. 
Emmerson.  This  transaction  was  incomplete  and  could 
only  be  made  perfect  by  the  execution  of  a  transfer  and 
its  due  registration.  It  is  altogether  void  under  the 
1 53rd  section,  for  it  is  a  'transfer  of  shares,*'  made 
*'  between  the  comroencement  of  the  winding-up"  [the 

presentation 


(a)  8  Hare,  188. 

(6)  5  De  G  ,  M.  if  G.  596. 

(c)  3  JDe  G.  *  J.  27. 


(d)  18  C.  B.  Rep.  845. 
(c)  2  De  G.,  F.  ^  J.  302. 
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presentation    of  the    petition]    and    ^Uhe    order    for        1866. 
winding-up."    The  Court  i8  bound   by  the  register ;      ^^^/-•*^ 
Birck's  Case  (a);  Whittefs  Case  (b) ;  Lindley  on  Part-      jil^^^ 
nership  (c)  ;  Hoards  Case  (rf) ;  Bugg's  Case  (e) ;  and  by     ^^*'"""°» 
the  16th  clause  of  the  articles  of  association  equities  are      Limited. 

not  to  be  regarded.  Emmekbok'b 

,  .  ^    .  ,  Toomw'Casi. 

Again,  this  was  a  contract  entered  into  under  a 

mutual  mistake,  which  avoids  all  contracts.     It  is  like 

the  sale  of  something  which,  unknown  to  the  parties  at 

the  time,  does  not  exist  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  as  of 

a  horse  which  is  dead  at  the  time  or  timber  which  is 

severed ;  Bradshaw  v.  Bennett  (/).   The  thing  purchased, 

namely,  shares  in  a  going  company,  did  not  exist,  and 

the  liability  in  a  company  under  liquidation  cannot  be 

Bobstituted  for  it.     Lastly,  this  is  not  a  proper  question 

to  be  decided  summarily  on  a  summons  in  Chambers. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Roxburgh^  for  the  Official 
Liquidator,  referred  to  ''  The  Companies  Act,  1862" 
(26  ^  26  Vict.  c.  89,  ss.  35,  98  ;  Bermingham  v. 
Sheridan  (g)\  Bosanquet  v.  Shortridge  {h) ;  Sanderson's 
Caseii). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (afler  stating  the  facts      ^^y  24. 
relating  to  EmmersorCs  case)  proceeded  : — 

It  was  after  the  petition  had  been  presented,  but 
before  any  advertisement  had  been  published  to  the 
efiect  that  the  petition  had  been  presented,  that  the 

contract 

(a)  2  De  G.  4  Jontt,  10.  (/)  5  Car.  if  Payne,  48. 

(6)  16. 577.  (f )  33  Beav.  660. 

(c)  Appendix,  167.  (h)  16  Beav.  84  and  5  H.  of 


^^  2  J.  *  H.  229.  L.  Cas.  207. 

(e)  3  Drew,  if  Sm.  452.  (i)  S  De  G.  fy  Sm.  66. 


52i  CAiHS  2f  CS^SCSXT, 

'Jiffg^        GSBOTtCL  n-^jpgg!!  Wjr^  axil  £aHeraaB  wwm  ealered  into. 

^"^"^^  I  3a!mt  aiTXigra  iidtu  vni  aistsisr  tiMwVfalkw  of  Ae 
suuen  eiiuIi'Jift  axe  Ji  sy  iqiiucb  of  t2&e  oomctneM  of 
-ae  iecsnn*  iias:  se  irs  woeK^Ke  cif  the  adfcitise- 
3IBIC  (teosoinies  :ne  gniamg  sf  aH  tibe  pftrtiay  mod  tlitt 
X  -nrnsL  le  tr^sneii  isi  &  aocars  to  23  the  world,  not  tint 
x  leessBorij  iininis  :;^  penaii:^  wb^y  are  dealing  with 
cae  ^ar?s  oc  -vnt  nis  ocearred,  faart  twraaie  I  am  of 
4omfan.  thsc  ev^rrperiBK  wfaoaeOa  sach  sliarea  ooghl  to 
L'nkaLnIy.i^aMT  T»h  pelhioo  hasbeeo 
He  k^  ki  aiy  <ipMa-»,  bomMl  to  make  tke 
■u^niy  be&re  he  ados  tbeaafisr  sale.  It  mar,  no  donbty 
be  jnsdy  safld,  tint  taa  app&es  to  both  sdes^  bat  H 
apfificK  BB  zieaao'  ibroe  to  the  vendor^  becanse  it  bebofct 
hmi  noc  to  lA.  ag  ¥  ■laahh  ,  that  which  iswordi  nodiiogi 
and  BO  one  cm  ajuitiai  the  fCfaciti  of  his  oath,  if  be 
shcAid  swear  that  he  had  not  seen  or  heard  of  the  td« 
Tertkerzeat  wh^ch  states  the  failore  of  the  company. 
obaeffTztioc%  hoveier,  oohr  Apply  to  the  present 
to  this  ezteot:— that  holding,  as  I  do,  that  the  day 
OB  which  the  adiertiaement  appears  binds  all  parties  s^ 
they  then  stood,  I  am  abo  of  opinion  that,  op  to  tbat 
time,  it  b  open  to  the  parties  to  deal  exactly  as  if  the 
company  was  not  about  to  be  woond  np,  assnming,  of 
coarse,  the  transaction  to  be  bama  fide  in  the  strictest 
sense  of  the  term,  and  tbat  the  Tendor  has  no  sort  of 
information  relatire  to  the  instability  of  the  company 
which  he  cooceals  from  the  porchaser,  for  if  be  does,  the 
firaad  ritiates  the  contract.  In  addition  to  which,  I 
regard  also  the  pabiic  and  the  other  shareholders,  and 
no  transfer  of  shares  with  a  view  to  escape  from  the 
consequences  of  having  become  a  shareholder,  whether 
pecuniary  or  moral,  when  the  transferor  knows  of  the 
condition  of  the  company,  will  be  valid. 

It  is  important  on  this  subject  to  read  the  sections  of 

the 
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the  statute  (16  &  16  Vict,  c  89)  which  relate  to  this 
subject. 

In  re 
London, 
The  84th  section  is  in  these  words  : — "  A  winding  up     Hamburg, 

of  a  company  by  the  Court  shall  be  deemed  to  com-      Limited? 

inence  at  the  time  of  the  presentation  of  the  petition  for  Emmerson's 

the  winding  up."  _    ^''"• 

®     ^  Toombs' Case. 

By  the  114th  section,  any  petition  for  winding  up  a 
company  ''shall  constitute  a  lis  pendens^*  within  the 
2  &  3  Vtct.  c.  II, ''  pro?ided  the  same  is  duly  registered 
ID  manner  required  by  such  act  concerning  suits  in 
equity/' 

The  153rd  section  enacts,  that  **  where  any  company 
IB  being  wound  up  by  the  Court  or  subject  to  the  super- 
vision of  the  Court,  all  dispositions  of  the  property, 
effects  and  things  in  action  of  the  company,  and  every 
transfer  of  shares,  or  alteration  in  the  status  of  the 
members  of  the  company,  made  between  the  com- 
mencement of  the  winding  up  and  the  order  for  winding 
Dp,  shaU,  unless  the  Court  shall  otherwise  order^  be  void. 

By  this  153rd  section  a  discretion  is  given  to  the 
Court,  and  I  think  that  the  proper  mode  of  exercising 
it  is  that  which  I  have  already  stated.  If  I  adopted 
the  extreme  argument,  founded  on  this  section,  that  all 
transactions  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  petition 
to  wind  up  are  void,  this  consequence  might  happen  : — 
a  petition  to  wind  up  a  company  might  be  presented 
and  filed  and  not  advertized  for  many  months ;  no  one 
might  be  aware  of  it  except  the  Petitioner,  and  then, 
after  the  lapse  of  many  months  or  even  of  a  year,  it 
might  be  advertized  and  an  order  to  wind  up  made,  and 
thereupon  the  bond  fide  transactions  during  the  twelve 
moDths  would  be  rendered  invalid*    This  could  not  be 

the 


.  mi  "tzesefuie.  ir  irimii.  diMC  n  "^is  2 

"^sna  :t2&r  jn.:kn    i&  'sasnc  nacs.  si  v  is  ^!aitB«n>  dke 

^amnaupr  :hr  :tie  JiPL-iiy  iiiani*  mad^  ^^>?  cbhb  to 
ataca  -n  Mr  7aix  am  W  wiiff  iifiB  Fii  f  to  Xr. 
£«BKrgB9L  ^  -vrmut  k  ^rmhliffr  la  aL 
immBu  r  mv.  iessi 
le  ^  luu    iame  'xi  iie 


&:  iulowif  mm.  wooc  I 
imniatu  Kr.  IIbij'biw.  matt  as  pos  vpsa  tke  irt  of 
'tancrbiiQacei  3l  .^itawut  or  cne  tmeuHi  sfcHCS  hoagfat 
n^  aim  xnnL  Xr.  Tortf  in.  JE^ra,  IsSol 


tojmbs"  case. 

7k  yLkSTWM  cfii€  R01X& 

Tlhe  nae  obBcnmiions  appfr  to  tliis  as  ihej  did  to 
.Bmkts0«  J  cskse.  Cdood  ToohIv  migfat  have  enforced 
ificdfic  perionBance  of  the  contiad  in  this  case,  as  Mr. 
Ward  could  in  the  bst. 

I  abstain  from  repeating  my  Tiews,  and  bold  tbat  Mr. 
Emwierson  most  be  pat  on  the  list  of  contribntories  10 
respect  of  the  twenty  shares  brooght  by  him  from  Colcmel 
Toombs  on  the  27th  of  Marck,  1865. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  costs  of  all  parties  mnst  be  paid 

out 


Toombs' Case. 
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out  of  the  funds  of  the  company,  the  matter  could  not  have        1 866. 
been  settled  without  a  reference  to  and  the  decision  of  the      ^'^^^^^^ 

^^""»  London, 

Hamburo, 

I  think  it  right  to  add,  that  since  the  hearing  of  this  l^/^^«J^* 
matter  an  application  has  been  made  to  me  by  a  solvent  Eumbrson's 
company,  having  shares  in  another  company  which  was  Cksz, 
being  wound  up,  to  transfer  such  shares  from  the  name 
of  the  first  company,  in  the  list  of  the  shareholders,  into 
that  of  A.  jB.,  the  first  company  undertaking  that  A.  B. 
should  pay  all  the  calls.  The  object  was  very  obvious, 
it  was  to  conceal  the  fact  that  the  first  company  had 
taken  shares  in  the  other  company,  and  I  refused  to  in- 
terfere. Truth  is  the  foundation  of  all  equity,  and  I  beg  it 
to  be  known,  that  if  any  person  comes  before  me  to  assist 
them  in  misleading  others,  they  must  not  apply  to  me 
for  this  purpose,  for  I  shall  refuse  to  make  an  order.  The 
transfer  in  the  case  which  I  have  referred  to  was  made 
prior  to  the  petition  to  wind  up,  but  when  it  was  known 
that  the  failure  of  the  second  company  was  impending. 
The  registration  of  the  transfer  was  not  complete  when 
a  Provisional  Liquidator  was  appointed. 

My  practice  as  to  appointing  an  Official  Liquidator 
lA  this : — where  there  is  no  opposition  to  the  winding  up 
I  appoint  a  Provisional  Liquidator;  but  when  there  is 
any  opposition,  I  never  do  so,  because  I  might  thereby 
paralyse  all  the  proceedings  of  the  company,  and  pos- 
sibly no  order  to  wind  up  might  afterwards  be  made. 
After  the  appointment  of  a  Liquidator  no  transfer  can 
take  place  without  the  sanction  of  the  Court 


NoTB. — Upon  appeal,  the  Lords  Justices  Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Brvce 
and  Sir  G.  J,  Turner  thought,  with  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that 
tinder  the  153rd  section  the  Court  had  authority  to  deal  with  the 
case ;  but  they  thought  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  Court  would 
not  have  decreed  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract.  The  order 
was  conseqaently  dlscbaiged.    36  L.  J.  (CA.)  177. 
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In  re  MOSS. 
June  2,  4. 
A.  B.  was  a     1\^^*  ^OSS  carried  on  the  business  oF  shipbailder 
raereimtite*  ^^  partnership  with  Alexander  Samuelsan  and 

firm,  and  was    Martin  Samuelson. 
also  a  partner 
in  a  firm  of 

solicitonu  pe      Jq  jges,  Alexander  Samuelson  retired,  and  the  ship 

mercantile  firm  ,.,,...  .  ^  ,  .         .    i        , 

alone  were       building  business  was  thenceforward  continued  by  the 

JSlptf  ^H^id,  s^'vJvJng  partners ;  but  in  1865,  this  firm  {Samudson  ^ 

that  their  assig-  Moss)  became  bankrupt 

nees  were  not 

entitled  to  the 

delivery  to  Mr.  Moss  had  also,  during  the  same  period,  carried 

them,  by  the  i       i      .              #.       i-  .         .                      i  •          •  i     m» 

firm  of  soli-  on  the  business  or  solicitor  in  partnership  with   Mr. 

citors,  of  the     /^tf,  and  this  firm  {Mass  ^  Lowe)  had  been  employed 

mercantile        as  the  solicitors  of  the  firm  of  Samuelson  ^  Moss  in 

lien  *on  them"'^  certain  suits  and  matters,  and  there  remained,  at  the 

had  been  bankruptcy,  in  their  possession  and  that  of  their  London 

A  solicitor     agents  papers  and  documents  belonging  to  Samuelson  Sf 

was  also  a  Lowe  and   to  Alexander  Samuelson.     On   these   they 
partner  ma  . 
mercantile  claimed  a  lien  for  costs,  and  refused  to  deli?er  them  up. 
firm,  which 
became  bank- 
rupt.   Held,  After  the  bankruptcy,  the  assignees  of  Samuelson  ^ 

ruptcy  of  the"  -^•'^^  ^^^  ^^^  Continue  to  employ  Moss  is  Lowe,  who 
mercantilefirm  still  carried  on  business  as  their  solicitors,  and  the 
dm:harge  of  assignees  and  Alexander  Samuelson,  requiring  the  papers 
the  solicitors'  f^^  jjjg  purpose  of  the  pending  proceedings,  now  applied 
to  entitle  them  together  for  an  order  on  Moss  ^  Lowe  and  their  London 
of  their  papera  agents  for  the  delivery  up  of  all  books  and  papers  in 
upon  terms,  their  possession  belonging  to  the  applicants  without 
fa^cUon  of  Ae*"  Prejudice  to  the  solicitors'  lien,  or  upon  such  terms  as 
lien.  the  Court  should  direct. 


^ 


Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Bagshawe  in  support  of  the  ap- 

plication. 


/ 
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plication.    When  a  solicitor  discharges  himself,  he  must 
deliver  over  the  papers  of  matters  in  progress  to  his 
successor,  notwithstanding  bis  lien  upon  them ;  Rawlin*       MouL 
ton  y.  Moss  {a) ;  Heslop  v.  Metcalfe  {fi). 

In  like  manner,  the  client  is  entitled  to  the  delivery  of 
the  papers  in  a  cause  where  an  alteration  takes  place  in 
a  firm  of  solicitors,  as  where  one  retires ;  Griffiths  v. 
Chiffiths  (c) ;  for  the  retainer  is  given  to  the  partnership 
firm,  and  ceases  when  that  firm  no  longer  exists,  or  is 
substantially  changed  in  its  composition.  So  where  a 
solicitor  refuses  to  proceed ;  Wilson  v.  Emmett  (d) ;  or  is 
imprisoned  for  debt  and  rendered  incapable,  by  statute, 
to  act  as  a  solicitor,  the  papers  must  be  handed  over; 
Scott  V.  Fleming  (e).  Here,  the  bankruptcy  of  Moss 
made  an  entire  change  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
solicitors,  and  it  dissolved  his  partnership  with  Lowe; 
Undley  on  Partnership  {f).  The  fact  of  their  having 
afterwards  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  does  not 
alter  the  effect  of  the  bankruptcy  in  regard  to  clients; 
and  the  circumstance  that  one  of  the  clients  was  one  of 
the  firm  of  solicitors  can  make  no  difference. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Macnaghten  for  Messrs.  Moss  6; 
Lowe. 

Mr.  Miller  for  the  London  agents. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

lo  the  first  place,  I  think  it  a  matter  of  great  import- 
ance that  the  lien  of  solicitors  should  be  preserved,  it  is 
the  only  way  in  which  a  solicitor  can  safely  engage  in 

business, 

(a)  7  Jwiit  (JV.  5.)  1053.  (d)  19  Beav,  233. 

(6)  3  Afy/.  Sr  Cr.  183.  (e)  9  Junsi  (0.  S.)  1085. 

(c)  2  Hare,  587.  (/)  Page  187. 
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BUT  r  wzmid  frequently  htppen  that,  but  for 
.  I.  is..  sDiizmn^  would  decline  to  act  and  the  clients 
wmiL  ne  XEinvst  ir  die  means  of  obtaining  justice.  I 
znsrrshn  rmsiosr  i:  a  mauer  of  great  importance  for 
lut  r.iifmg  iXism3el*r^i^  f:ir  ibe  prosecution  of  their  ngbU 
n  rnir-s  zr  iissisc.  liiax  tbe  r^t  of  lien  of  their  solici- 
izrs  snnnii  us  irsserved. 

T^iST?  BT*  rvT  akcznei  cases  arising  here ;  one  relating 
u  -xui  fOiTi  bniinmr  isrm  connsting  of  Martin  Samuebon 
mat  JFmL  uic  libe  cttber  to  the  rights  of  Alexander 
^ommauiam  um^  Tlie  firm  of  solicitors  acted  for  botb, 
KDz  z^  imsdtztt.  mxTCars  to  be  a  new  one. 

I  ii.^Hi  liiis  IT  t»»  Msxlei  bj  authority : — ^that  if  a  firm 
^  x^itaxzrs'  detrroDes  birkropC,  the  bankraptcy  operates 
w  a  ^c^iE!^  Vr  iben  of  tbor  clients.  But  if  the  client 
bcccgigg  ba.Tk*Tpc  azid  tlie  assignees  do  not  continue  to 
cKTuTT  ibe  £rs  ot  soSators,  that,  on  the  contrary,  is  a 
dseiorze  ^f  ibe  firm  of  solicitors  by  their  client. 

Herf  a  K&otvitile  firm  emplojrs  a  firm  consisting  of 
two  sclsdrocs:  the  mncantile  firm  became  bankrupt  and 
tfaesr  ais%ne«s  refbsed  to  employ  the  same  solicitors. 
That  of  itself  b  a  dischar^  of  the  solicitors.  But  this 
farther  crrramstar.ce  occurs : — one  of  the  members  of  the 
mercanti!e  firm  is  also  one  of  the  firm  of  solicitors.  Tbe 
firm  of  solicitors  is  perfectly  solvent  and  continues  to 
carry  on  business  as  before,  but  it  is  the  firm  who 
employed  them  that  has  become  bankrupt.  I  am  not 
disposed  to  carry  the  rule  further  than  it  has  already 
been  carried  and  I  think  that,  this  being  a  case  in  which 
the  clients  have  become  bankrupt,  I  cannot  apply  to  it 
the  principles  of  those  cases  in  which  a  solicitor  has  dis- 
charged himself,  and  that  I  cannot  make  the  order  for 
delivering  npof  papers  belonging  to  the  firm  of  bankrupts. 

The 
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The  case  of  Alexander  Samuelson  is  different,  one  of 
his  solicitors  has  become  bankrupt,  and  I  do  not  see  why 
the  altered  firm  of  solicitors  should  not  deliver  up  the 
papers  to  Alexander  Samuelson ;  but  he  must  enter  into 
his  personal  undertaking  to  pay  the  costs  and  the  bill  of 
costs  must  be  delivered. 

The  assignees  must  pay  the  costs. 


REDMAYNE  v.  FOSTER.  Maj^ 29,30.31. 

June  5. 

TN  1831,  a  partnership  for  sixty-four  years  was  formed  Astotherights 

to  work  a  colliery;  this  was  remodified  in  1838  by  of  a  mortgagee 

a  deed,  and   the  term  extended  to  sixty-three  years.  ^^^^,  ■***''®  *"  * 
_,  ,..,,.  .         /.  1  #.11    colliery  part- 

The  concern  was  divided  into  sixty-four  shares,  of  which  nership. 

Mr.  Rawsthorne  was  entitled  to  nine.  '^^®  ?°^*' 

gageeofasliare 

in  a  colliery 
The  partnership  deed  contained  a  clause  giving  a  right  emiSed  to'a'* 

of  pre-emption  between  the  partners  of  the  shares,  in  the  decree  for  fore- 
-  -       _  -    -  closure,  but  he 

event  of  a  sale  of  any  of  them.  \^  not  entitled 

to  any  account 
of  the  property 
In  1845,  Rawsthorne  mortgaged  five  of  his  shares  to  paid  or  distri- 

Redmayne  (since  deceased),  represented  in  this  suit  by  hoiders^or  ^^' 

the  Plaintiff*.  partners  before 

he  filed  his  bill, 

nor  is  he  enti- 

As  to  the  subsequent  complicated  dealings,  sufficient  *'®^  *,^  contest 

will  be  found  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  shareholders  to 

account  for 
their  previous 
The  administratrix  of  Redmayne  instituted  this  suit  in  managementof 

November f  1860,  to  realise  the  mortgage.  butheisCTiti- 

Sir  tied  to  8ay,that 
no  extra  bur- 
den shall  be  thrown  on  his  shares  which  is  not  in  accordance  with  some  contract  or 
agreement  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage. 
VOL.  XXXV — IV.  M  M 
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1866.  Sir  R.  Palmer  (Attorney-General),  Mr.  Cole  and  Mr. 

Wickensy  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  a  foreclosure  decree 
with  special  declarations. 

Sir  Hvgh  Cmrns,  Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  Bedwellj 
for  the  four  present  partners,  contested  the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  a  foreclosure  of  a  share  in  a  partnership  which 
would  force  the  mortgagee  into  the  concern,  as  a  partner, 
without  the  consent  of  the  other  partners.  They  op- 
posed the  special  declarations,  and  argued  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  only  a  right  to  a  sale,  giving  the  De- 
fendants the  right  of  pre-emption.  Pole  v.  Leash  {a) 
was  referred  to. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  C  T.  Simpson,  for  the  repre- 
sentatives of  two  deceased  pailners,  argued  that  they 
had  improperly  been  made  parties.  They  cited  Clegg 
V.  Fiskwick  (6)  ;  Brown  v.  De  Tastet  (c) ;  Tuckley  v. 
Thompson  {d). 

Sir  R.  Palmer,  in  reply,  adverted  to  the  distinction 
between  a  mining  concern  and  a  mercantile  partner- 
ship, and  referred  to  Parher  v.  Homefield  (e) ;  Slade  v. 
Rigg  (/) ;  Bent  leg  v.  Bates  (g). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

June  5.  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through  the  facts  of  this 

case  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  decree  I  shall 
make.  Shortly  they  are  these : — a  company  was  formed, 
or  rather  an  old  company  was  remodified,  in  January, 

1838, 

(a)  28  Beav.  562.  (0  2  Myl,  tf  K.  422. 

(6)  1  Mac.  4-  Gor,  294.  {J)  3  Hare,  35. 

(0  Jacob,  pp  284,  2S9and295.  (g)  4  F.  4*  CoiL  (  Erck.)  183. 

(d)  1  John,  if  H,  126. 
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1838,  to  work  some  collieries.  It  was  difided  into 
sixty-four  shares,  of  which  Colonel  Braddyll  held 
thirty-two,  Mr.  Rawsihorne  nine,  Mr.  Forster  seven, 
Mr.  Oreen  five,  Mr.  Powell  five  and  Mr.  Walker  six.  Forster. 

In  March,  ISiS,  Rawsihorne  mortgaged  fi?e  of  his 
shares  to  Mr.  Redmayne,  the  testator  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  the  remaining  four  to  Mr.  Oreen. 

In  1847,  Percival  Forster  was  the  manager  of  the 
mine,  and  by  deed  of  16th  September ,  1847,  Rawsthorne 
assigned  his  nine  shares  to  Percival  Forster  on  certain 
trusts  therein  stated,  subject,  as  to  five,  to  the  mortgage 
to  Redmayne,  and,  as  to  the  four,  to  the  mortgage  to 
Green. 

Percival  Forster  did  not  execute  the  deed,  but,  by 
letter  dated  in  September,  1848,  he  accepted  the  trustee- 
ship and  undertook  to  hold  the  shares  on  the  trusts 
therein  specified.  In  July,  1850,  Rawsthorne  sold  his 
nine  shares,  subject  to  the  mortgages  thereon  as  afore- 
said, to  Forster. 

In  1846,  Colonel  Braddyll  became  insolvent,  and  by 
various  deeds,  which  I  am  not  going  to  state  in  detail, 
forty-four  of  the  sixty-four  shares  became  vested  in 
Forster,  seven  in  Green,  seven  in  Brunell  and  six  in 
Walker;  this  was  principally  accomplished  in  May, 
1860. 

A  very  long  argument  has  been  addressed  to  me  as 
to  the  proper  construction  to  be  placed  on  the  four 
deeds  in  question,  which  bear  date  respectively  9th 
September,  1846,  the  13th  August,  1847,  the  18th 
February,   1849,  and   the  13th  May,  1850,   and   the 

M  M  2  question 


2a.  1=S5  ZF  TTf.f^TgT, 


CziamA  BrmdiylTs 

fttdifiereot 

to  eootiibote 

'mt  pfmoQsly 

ere  to  be 

TmiaMT  prcfiortioo  of  whtt 

XL'  be  spp&ed  in  paying 
inn  ngiii  Jieg  kssUenof  these  shares, 
of  the  eolfieiT.    If 
k  «G«U  pfobablj  not 
to  disdngiiish  the 
accomt  between 
vssiil  acH^ifi  by  fer^^r  proprieCorSy 
~iv  /Tjmr .  xvw>  hv  Greet  and  two  by 
to  what  shares  in  the 
aod  for  what  cootri- 


^jf&nK  iBK  iiBSK  jmd  cr  datiibwted  in  the  way  of 
:  :ae  tuL  s  if^wgi^fc  fcr  fbredosiire  of  the  five 
nur^^fft :  saii  ihe  cahr  qwestkn  is  the  form  of 
aee^nmi;.  wina  I  ^imJ,  oed.  aind  the  declarations,  if 
loy.  wiiidt  I  sfahL  ssa^  far  the  pnipoae  of  taking  such 


TVs  Mk>,ci  ci  C3fee  eol&enr  is  this: — Erery  year  the 
eoaJs  sc&i  exceeded  ^he  cost  of  mining  them,  and  thus, 
in  A  seane,  at  s  said,  thai  every  year  the  colliery  made 
ptodfis:  bwt,  oa  the  ocher  hand,  every  year  it  became 
to  make  expicfisive  works  for  the  purpose  of 
aod  exteoding  the  collieiy,  the  expense  of 
which  not  only  absorbed  all  the  profits  bat  required 
considerabie  additional  outlay,  the  money  for  which  was 
produced  by  calls  on  the  shareholders  in  proportion  to 
the  shares  held  by  them.    The  result  of  this  has  been, 

that 
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that  though  no  profits  have  been  divided  for  many  years, 
the  debts  owed  by  the  concern  are  diminished  and  the 
concern  itself  extended  and  its  value  improved. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  law  on  this  subject  is  open  to 
much  argument;  but  the  facts  are  in  dispute,  and  it 
would  be  worse  than  useless  to  make  a  declaration  as  to 
taking  accounts  upon  a  supposed  state  of  facts  which  is 
neither  proved  nor  admitted.  The  law,  which  I  think  is 
clear,  is  this : — that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  payment 
of  what  is  due  to  him  or  to  a  foreclosure  of  the  shares 
mortgaged.  In  taking  the  account,  he  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  entitled  to  ask  for  any  account  of  profits  paid 
or  distributed  to  shareholders  or  partners  before  he  filed 
his  bill,  nor  is  he  entitled  to  contest  or  call  the  share- 
holders to  account  for  their  previous  management  of  the 
colliery.  But  in  ascertaining  what  the  Plaintiff's  shares 
are,  which  may  either  become  his  by  foreclosure  or  may 
be  sold,  he  is  entitled  to  say  that  no  extra  burthen  shall 
be  thrown  on  his  shares  or  on  any  class  of  shares  to 
w*hich  his  belong,  which  are  not  so  thrown  in  accordance 
with  some  contract  or  agreement  in  force  at  the  time 
when  the  shares  were  mortgaged  to  him.  The  Plaintiff 
says  this  had  been  done ;  the  Defendants  deny  it,  and 
I  cannot  make  any  declaration  on  a  speculative  sugges- 
tion of  facts. 

I  cannot  make  the  declarations  which  the  Plaintiff 
asks  for;  but  what  I  can  do  is,  to  make  a  decree  to  the 
following  effect,  which  will  I  believe  enable  roe,  on  further 
consideration,  to  do  justice  to  the  two  parties : — 

Take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
principal,  interest  and  costs.    Then  make  a  foreclosure 
decree  against  Mr.  Forster^  and  if  the  amount  be  not 
paid  by  him,  giving  the  other  shareholders  an  oppor- 
tunity 


1866. 
Rbdmatmb 
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1866.  tunity  of  takiDg  the  shares,  but  only  one  time  of  pay- 
ment, not  successive  foreclosures.  If  the  Plaintiff  be 
not  paid,  take  an  account  of  what  debts  and  liabilities 
the  colliery  is  now  liable  to  pay,  and  ascertain  what 
proportion  of  such  debts  and  liabilities,  as  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  other  partners,  is  properly  attributable 
to  the  five  shares  mortgaged  by  Rawsthome  to  Red" 
mayne.  If  the  PlaintifFbe  paid,  there  will  be  no  question, 
but  if  not,  then  take  this  account,  and,  on  further  con- 
sideration, I  can  deal  with  it.  I  will  allow  any  De- 
fendant to  buy  out  the  Plaintiff  on  application  for  that 
purpose.  The  other  Defendants  are,  in  my  opinion, 
necessary  parties,  because,  in  substance,  you  are  pay- 
ing off  a  partner  who  is  asking  for  partnership  accounts ; 
the  rule  about  accounts  of  a  mercantile  partnership  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  colliery.  The  Plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  have  the  colliery  sold,  but  he  is  entitled  to 
be  paid  or  to  have  a  proper  account  of  all  the  proceeds 
of  the  colliery  since  the  bill  was  filed,  and  also  to  know 
what  debts  and  liabilities  are  properly  attributable  to 
his  shares. 
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POWELL  V.  BOGGIS.  Apr.  19, 20. 

May  1. 

rpHE  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1840,  gave  and  A  share  of  the 

^      bequeathed  to  his  sister  Charlotte  Cutfield  all  his  J^Jj^^n^J^ 

freehold  and  leasehold  lands  and  tenements  not  therein-  estate  directed 

after  otherwise  disposed  of,  and  his  shares  in  the  River  given  to  a /rmc 

Arun  Navigation  for  her  life,  subject  to  certain  legacies.  «?'<^  ^^^  l\®^ 

And  he  directed  them  to  be  sold  after  her  decease  by  her  decease  to 

his  executor,  and  he  proceeded  as  follows: —  ^l^^V^n  *•* 

'  ^  she  shall  give 

"And  the  money  arising  therefrom,  viz.  from  such  ifshedie'with- 

sale,  I  will  and  direct  should  be  divided  by  my  executors  out  leaving  a 

into  eight  equal  parts  or  shares  and  paid  to  my  nephews  right  hcin  for 

and   nieces,  children  of  my  sister  Frances  Wardroper,  fhT"  *  ht 

their  heirs  or   assigns,  viz.  two  shares   or  two-eighth  heirs "  was  to 

equal  parts  or  shares  unto  my  nephew  Richard  Ward-  ^^executors 

roper,  one  share  to  my  nephew  William   Wardroper,  and  adminis- 

except  600Z.,  which  I  will  and  direct  should  be  deducted      The  word 

from  his  share,  he  having  had  that  sum,  which  sum  of  "'^ei"^"  was 

,  used  seven 

600Z.  I  will  and  direct  should  be  divided  equally  between  times  in  a  will. 

his  brothers  and  sisters  or  their  heirs  respectively."  T?*«  il.^ 

*^  •'  mean "  exe- 

cutors and  ad- 

And  as  to  the  other  five  shares,  he  directed  payment  HJ^hree  pUces, 

of  them  to  be  made  to   Charlotte  Wardroper  and  to  "next  of  kin" 
1  It  11.1  1  in  two  places, 

others,  and  he  proceeded  in  these  words  : —  4i  heir-ai-law" 

in  one  place, 
"  Except  my  niece  Charlotte  Wardroper's  eighth  part  and  trustees  or 

or  share,  which  I  will  and  direct  may  be  put  out  in  administrators 

government  or  real  security,  and  the  interest  or  dividends  i"  ^^^  l*"^* 

arising  therefrom  I  will  and  direct  shall  be  paid,  by  my 

executor  or  executors  acting  on  behalf  of  this  my  will, 

unto  my  niece  Charlotte  Wardroper  half-yearly  for  and 

during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  decease, 

to 


.laB-xiiXK  drank'  fcr  ber  ii£e, 

Buc  Bfc  It?  fpgg%  he  giTe 

ukI  his 


&  nrc  id  us  naK^  jPiuigr:i  zz-  im  siscer ;  tnd  tfW 
SHxmr  Hue  je  mir  Marka  Smj?  bid  been  tnistees  of 
iis  mnnis'T  viL  le  xir^gaar  caos  bis  nephews  and 
neegg  anzuikr  nr^  m  dasnL  i^  taeir  lesscies,  nntfl  they 
imi  *^  r^sa:  x  same  2!  3e  suf  JCovioe  SmtU  to  in- 
iemmpi  iioL.  lis  itfu  i  laii  xtss^i^s  frcm  all  r^^i»m*  tod 
liHTiiint^  imnsr  lis  3n:cjiEr*s  iriL'*' 

Cfanjcaf  C«cMC  i^  unut  fiv  life  died  in  1863. 

Tvo  fpBesskMi  uase;  the  first  under  the  clause  of 
feHBtnxe,  m  cooseqneiiee  of  seTerml  of  the  nephews 
baTine  soU  and  ■ongaged  their  shares  before  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life. 

The 
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The  second  question  arose  upon  the  share  of  Charlotte 
Wardroper,  who  married  and  died  without  having  by 
will  disposed  of  her  share^  and  leaving  her  husband  ^ 

surviving  her.  Bogois. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Osier  for  the  Plaintiff,  the 
trustee. 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Peck  for  the  surviving  hus- 
band and  administrator  of  Charlotte  Wardroper.  In 
the  gift  to  Charlotte  Wardroper  "heirs"  may  mean 
**  children  ;"  Roper  on  Legacies  (a) ;  Loveday  v.  Hop- 
kins  (ft) ;  Bull  v.  Comberbach  (c).  If  so,  then,  as  there 
are  no  children,  the  prior  absolute  gift  to  her  is  not 
cut  down,  and  her  representative  is  entitled  ;  Whittell 
V.  Dudin  (d) ;  Mayer  v.  Townsend  (e)  ;  Campbell  v. 
JBrownrigg  {/) ;  Stummvoll  v.  Hales  (g). 

But  it  may  be  a  word  of  limitation,  and  equivalent  to 
**  executors  and  administrators,"  in  which  case  she  took 
an  absolute  interest,  which  passed  to  her  husband. 

Mr.  Gardener.  The  gift  of  these  shares  is  residuary, 
and  the  clause  of  forfeiture  has  taken  effect  as  to  three 
of  them ;  Joel  v.  Mills  (A) ;  Rochford  v.  Hackman  {%) ; 
Churchill  v.  Marks  (A)  ;  Kiallmark  v.  Kiallmark{J).  In 
cases  of  forfeiture,  a  gift  over  is  unnecessary  in  the  case 
of  a  life  estate.  Being  shares  of  a  residue,  they  are 
undisposed  of;  Wainman  v.  Field {m);  and  pass  to  the 
next  of  kin. 


Mr.  Roxburgh  also  contended  for  a  forfeiture. 


(fl) 
(^) 

(J) 
(O 

(/; 


Vol.  1.  p.  90  (3r(/  edit,) 
Amb.  273. 
25  Beat).  540. 

2  Jac.  4-  W.  279. 

3  Bem>.  443. 
1  PkiU,  301. 


(g)  34  Bean.  124. 
(A)  3  Kay  ^  J.  458. 
(i)  9  Hare,  475. 
(k)  1  Co//.  441. 
(/)  26  L.  J.  {Chanc.)  1. 
(m)  1  Kay,  507. 


Mr. 
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Mr.  Joshua  Williams  and  Mr.  Renshawe  for  the  co- 
heirs of  Charlotte,  This  is  a  residuary  gift,  and  three 
shares  have  become  forfeited  and  are  undisposed  of. 
The  heir  is  therefore  entitled ;  Brooke  v.  Brooke  {a)  ; 
Townsend  v.  Early  (6) ;  In  re  Payne  (c)  ;  In  re  Cat($ 
Trusts  (d)  ;  Dommett  v.  Bedford  (e)  ;  In  re  Dickson  s 
Trttsts(f).  A  mortgage  is  a  sale  j?ro  tanto,  and  creates 
a  forfeiture ;  Bennett  v.  Wyndham  (ff).  Secondly,  the 
heir  takes  as  purchaser  ;  Mounsey  v.  Blamire  {h) ;  Dt 
Beauvoir  v.  Be  Beauvoir(i);  Hasletcood  v.  Green  {k); 
Woolcomb  V.  Woolcomh  (/). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  before  calling  on  the 
other  side,  said, — 

I  am  of  opinion  there  is  no  forfeiture.  It  is  im« 
portant  to  distinguish  between  these  classes  of  cases. 
A  person  may  give  a  limited  interest  in  real  or  personal 
estate ;  he  may  limit  Whiteacre^  or  a  sum  of  1,000/. 
to  A,  for  life,  and  direct  that,  on  the  happening  of  a 
particular  event,  it  shall  go  over  to  another  person; 
as,  for  instance,  upon  AJs  becoming  bankrupt  or  in- 
solvent, or  on  any  other  event.  He  may  direct  that  the 
interest  shall  determine  on  the  happening  of  a  certain 
event,  and  that  without  giving  the  estate  or  the  money 
over  to  another  person. 

A  testator  may  also  give  a  sum  of  money  or  an  estate 

either  absolutely  or  for  a  limited  interest,  and  require 

that  the  donee  or  person  to  take  that  interest  shall  fulfil 

a  particular  condition  previously  to  or  upon  taking  the 

legacy ;   as  in  one  case  the  testator  required  that  his 

daughter 

(fl)  2  Vern.  (g)  23  Bean.  521. 

(6)  34  Beat.  23.  (A)  4  Ruts,  384. 

(c)  25  Reav.  656.  (i)  3  H.  of  L.  Cos.  554. 

((/)  2  Hem.  if  M.  46.  {k)  28  Beav,  1. 

(e)  3  Vesey,  149.  (/)  3  Peere  Wm*.  112. 
(/)  1  Sim,  {N.  S.)  37. 
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daughter  Bhould  not  be  a  nun,  and  the  Court  required 
that  condition  to  be  fulfilled.  If  this  had  been  one  of 
this  latter  class  of  cases,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that 
it  would  not  be  a  case  of  forfeiture,  but  a  case  in  which 
the  legatee  was  not  entitled. 

But  in  this  latter  class  of  cases  the  nature  of  the  con- 
dition imposed  must  be  considered.  The  condition  must 
not  be  repugnant  to  the  giflt  itself;  for  instance,  a  testator 
cannot  leave  1,000Z.  to  A.  B.  and  say  he  shall  not 
dispose  of  it,  for  such  a  condition  is  repugnant  to  the 
gift  itself,  and  the  law  does  not  allow  such  a  condition  to 
be  added  to  the  gift.  So  also  a  testator  cannot  give  an 
estate  or  legacy  to  one  for  life,  and  say  that  she  shall 
not  dispose  of  it.  But  he  may  do  this  in  another  form ; 
be  may  say  the  donee  shall  have  it  until  he  does  such 
an  act,  and  direct  that  the  estate,  on  that  act  being 
done,  shall  pass  over  to  another  person.  But  he 
cannot  couple  with  a  gift  a  condition  that  the  donee 
shall  not  dispose  of  what  is  given  ;  for  a  person  cannot 
have  the  enjoyment  of  a  thing  if  he  cannot  dispose  of 
it.  This  does  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  a  testator 
to  limit  a  property  in  a  particular  way ;  he  may  give  it 
to  A.  B.  for  life,  with  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  deed  or 
will  in  favor  of  particular  persons,  with  a  gift  over  to 
other  persons,  if  he  fail  so  to  dispose  of  it.  If  a  man 
cannot  give  1,000Z.  and  say  the  donee  shall  not  dispose  oi 
it  as  he  pleases,  so  neither  can  he  give  it  in  reversion  and 
say  the  donee  shall  not  dispose  of  it  as  he  pleases.  He 
cannot  give  1,000Z.  to  A.  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  jB., 
and  say  that  B.  shall  not  afterwards  dispose  of  that 
property. 

The  only  question  here  is,  whether  the  manner  in 
which  this  forfeiture  clause  is  framed  amounts  to  this  : — 
that  it  is  a  condition  which  the  legatee  is  to  fulfil  in 

order 
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order  to  entitle  him  to  the  property^  or  whether  it  is  a 
clause  of  forfeiture  imposed  on  the  legatee  by  the 
testator  to  prevent  him  from  disposing  of  the  legacy 
given  to  him.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  nothing  more 
than  a  forfeiture  imposed  upon  him  to  prevent  him  dis- 
posing of  the  legacy  given  to  him. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  legatees  took 
vested  interests,  and  that  an  absolute  interest  was  given  to 
them.  Then  the  testator  directs  that  if  any  of  the  legatees 
should  sell  and  dispose  of  the  legacies  before  the  time 
of  payment,  then  **  he  exonerates  and  discharges  his 
heirs  and  executors  from  the  payment  of  such  legacies." 
There  is  no  condition  introduced  there ;  it  is  merely  a 
statement  that,  having  given  to  them  an  absolute  interest 
in  the  eighth  of  the  produce  of  certain  real  estate,  they 
are  not  to  dispose  of  it,  and  if  they  attempt  to  dispose 
of  it,  they  shall  not  have  it.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
is  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  gift,  and  that  the  tes- 
tator had  not  the  power  of  coupling  that  condition  with 
his  gift.  He  might  just  as  well  say,  if  they  sell  it  or  dis- 
pose of  it  or  mortgage  it,  after  they  get  the  property, 
they  will  be  bound  to  refund  it.  It  is  a  limitation  and 
condition  which  the  testator  cannot  impose,  to  say  that 
the  legatee  shall  not  dispose  of  the  property  given  to 
him.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture  is 
void. 


Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Druce  then  argued  that  the  next- 
of-kin  took  the  share  of  Charlotte  Wardroper. 

They  relied  on  Gittings  v.  M*Dermott  (a) ;  De  Beau- 
voir  V.  De  Beauvoir  (i) ;  Mounsey  v.  Blamire  (c);  In  re 

Rootes 

(a)  2  %/.  ^  K.  69.  (f)  4  Ru$i.  384. 

(6)  3  H.  of  L.  Cm.  524. 
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Rootes  (a) ;   Doody  w.  Higgims  (b) ;  /a  re   Gamhoas 
TrvaU  (c) ;  l^iii^  t.  CkaodaMd  (d) ;  £ov  t.  Smitk  (f ). 

Mr.  C.  Hall,  Mr.  Somikfate,  Mr.  2>^  Gex,  Mr. 
Horton  Smitk  tnd  Mr.  Hardy  for  parties  interested  ia 
the  other  shares. 


Tke  Master  of  tke  Roixs. 

There  are  two  questions  which  arise  under  this  will,  Mmy  1. 
one  is  a  question  of  forfeiture,  which  I  disposed  of  at  the 
hearing,  the  other  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  '^keirs'^ 
in  the  following  bequest:  "and  if  she  die  without  leaving 
a  will  to  her  rigkt  keirs  for  ever.**  On  consideration, 
I  think  the  word  keirs  means  '*  executors  and  adminis- 
trators." 

It  is  said  that  the  word  '^keirs/"  in  a  will  of  personalty, 

never  is  a  word  of  limitation ;  that  is  quite  true,  and  it  is 

quite  true  that  the  rule  in  Skelley's  Case  is  a  technical  rule 

and  applies  only  to  real  estate,  and  the  rule  that  ^'  heir" 

is  never  to  be  so  construed  is  said  to  be  laid  down  in 

Gitdngs  v.  M'Dermott  (/).     But  I  think  that  there  is 

a  misapprehension  as  to  this.    There  is  no  question  as 

to  the  rule  in  Shelley*s  Case,  which  in  no  sort  of  way 

applies  to  this  case ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  no  technical 

rule  applies  to  the  construction  of  wills,  to  the  effect  that 

the  word  **  heirs  "  never  can  be  applied  by  a  testator  in 

disposing  of  personalty,  except  to  designate  heir-at-law 

or  next  of  kin  as  the  person  designated  to  take.    On  the 

contrary,  in  my  opinion  if  a  testator  chooses  to  use  the 

word  "heirs"  as  "executors  and    administrators,"  he 

may  do  so.    For  instance,  if  a  testator  give  1,000Z.  to  ^. 

and 

(a)  1  Drew.  4  SmaU,  228.  ((/)  26  Beav.  26,  166. 

(6)  2K.SfJ,  729.  (f)  25  Uw  J,  (Chanc.)  503. 

(f)  4  Ibid.  756.  (J)  2  Myl.  4"  ^^  ^9. 
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and  bis  heirs^  that  is  not  a  gift  to  him  and  his  next  of 
kin  or  to  him  for  life  and  afterwards  to  his  next  of  kin, 
but  A,  would  take  it  absolutely.  A  testator  may  apply 
the  word  **  heirs"  to  designate  ''executors  and  adminis- 
trators "  if  be  think  fit,  and  the  only  question  on  this 
willy  taking  the  whole  together,  is,  whether  he  has  done 
so. 


I  find  the  word  ''heirs"  employed  in  seven  places  in  this 
will,  and  in  one  only  does  it  mean"Arir«**  in  the  technical 
sense  of  the  word,  that  is  as  hebrs-cLt-law.  In  two  places 
it  means  "  executors  or  administrators,"  in  two  others 
it  may  mean  "executors  or  administrators"  or  "next  of 
kin,*'  and  in  another  place  it  means  "  next  of  kin,"  and 
the  question  is,  what  it  means  here. 

I  proceed  to  examine  the  will.  In  the  first  place,  he 
gives  freehold  and  leasehold  lands  and  shares  in  the 
River  Arun  Navigation  to  Charlotte  Cutfield  for  her 
life,  and  then  they  are  to  be  sold  and  divided  into 
eighths,  and  paid  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  "their 
heirs  or  assigns."  This  is  the  first  occasion  on  which 
the  word  "  heirs"  occurs,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  he 
uses  the  words  "  heirs  or  assigns"  as  equivalent  to  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns.  That  is,  he  gives 
them  absolute  interests,  and  that  is  what  the  word  simply 
expresses. 

He  then  gives  one  share  to  William  Wardroper,  after 
deducting  600/.  from  it,  which  600Z.  he  directs  **  shall 
be  divided  equally  between  his  brothers  and  sisters  or 
their  heirs  respectively."  This  is  the  second  occasion 
where  he  uses  the  word  "  heirs,"  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  here  means  next  of  kin,  and  that  brothers  or 
sisters  alive  at  the  testator's  death  would  take  absolutely, 
but  if  dead,  his  share  would  go  to  his  next  of  kin. 

I   DOW 
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I  now  come  to  the  bequest  in  question,  which  is  the 
ooe^ighth  share  of  Charlotte  Wardroper^  which  he 
directs  to  be  invested  and  the  interest  paid  to  her  for 
life,  and  '^  after  her  decease,  to  her  heirs  as  she  shall 
give  it  by  will/'  Now  there  is  considerable  difficulty 
as  to  the  meaning  of  this  word  heirs  here,  and  I  am 
not  at  all  clear  that  he  did  not  intend  to  give  her  an 
absolute  power  of  dispositioQ  to  anybody  she  pleased. 
But  I  assume  that  it  here  bears  a  limited  construction, 
in  which  case  the  personce  designatce  are  the  next  of  kin. 
He  proceeds,  "  and  if  she  die  without  leaving  a  will,  to 
her  right  heirs  for  ever."  The  question  is,  what  the 
words  ^'  right  heirs"  mean  in  this  case.  It  is  insisted 
that  to  construe  this  executors  and  administiators  would 
be  giving  her  an  absolute  interest,  and  would  be  in- 
consistent with  the  life  estate  previously  given  to  her. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  so,  because  the  testator 
might  have  anticipated  her  marrying,  in  which  case  she 
would  have  no  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  will,  unless  he 
g^ve  a  power  for  that  purpose.  I  think  this  is  clear, 
that,  in  the  gift  to  Charlotte  Wardroper,  he  did  not 
mean  the  same  thing  by  the  words  "  her  heirs"  and  "  her 
right  heirs  for  ever,"  The  word  "  heirs"  does  not  appear 
to  me  to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  in  both  those  places, 
and  I  think  that  in  the  latter  case  it  means  the  persons 
who  would  take  it  by  law,  and  that  it  consequently 
means  ''  executors  and  administrators." 


1866. 


The  testator  then  gives  freeholds  and  copyholds  at 
Aldingborne  to  his  sister  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  to 
his  nephew  "  and  his  heirs  for  ever."  This  is  the  fifth 
place  in  which  he  uses  the  same  word  **  heirs,'*  and  here 
and  here  only,  the  word  ** heirs'*  is  used  in  its  legal 
and  proper  signification  as  "  heir-at-law." 


In  the  forfeiture  clause  he  provides  that  the  legacies 

shall 
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shall  be  forfeited  by  a  sale  before  payment,  and  says 
*^  then  and  in  that  case  I  do  exonerate  and  discharge  my 
heirs  and  executors  from  the  payment  of  such  legacies." 
What  the  word  "  heirs  "  means  here  is  not  very  clear ; 
but  this  is  clear,  that  it  is  not ''  heirs-at-Iaw/'  because 
they  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  payment  of  I^acies, 
nor  does  it  mean  next  of  kin.  It  probably  means  trus- 
tees and  executors  and  th^  persons  whose  duty  it  is  to 
discharge  the  legacies,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  it  neither 
means  the  "  heir-at-law  "  or  "  next  of  kin." 


The  only  other  place  in  which  he  speaks  of  heirs  is 
that  in  which  he  directs  an  indemnity  to  be  given  by  his 
nephews  and  nieces  to  Maurice  Smelt^  **  his  heirs  and 
assigns."  The  word  heirs,  in  the  last  place,  must  mean 
the  persons  to  be  indemnified,  and  is  equivalent  to  '' exe- 
cutors and  administrators." 


So  that  having  used  the  word  seven  times,  in  tw 
places  it  means  ''  executors  or  administrators,"  and  i 
two  others  it  means  "  next  of  kin."  In  one  place  onl 
it  means  "  heirs-at-law."  In  the  sixth  it  either  meani 
or  is  equivalent  to  executors  or  else  devisees  in  trust,  am 
the  question  is,  what  does  it  mean  in  the  seventh. 

The  case  of  Gittings  v.  UPDermott  (a)  does  nol 
touch  this,  nor  does  in  fact  any  one  of  the  other  cases 
The  testator  has  here,  and  in  other  places  in  this  will 
used  the  word  as  equivalent  to  ''executors  and  adminis- 
trators," and  I  think  that  so  to  construe  it  here  makes 
the  whole  plain  and  consistent,  and  I  am  of  opinion  thai 
this  is  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  and  consequently,  a: 
Charlotte  Wardroper  left  no  will,  she  took  absolutely 
and  her  husband,  having  taken  out  administration,  is 
entitled  to  her  share. 


(a)  2  Mtfl.  4-  i^.  69. 
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PARTRIDGE  v.  FOSTER,    (No.  2.) 

Jffly  4,  5. 
fT^HE  testator^  by  his  will,  bequeathed  his  leasehold  A  testator  be- 
estate  and  all  his  property  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  {Slwholdeatiite 
out  of  the  rents  of  the  leaseholds,  to  raise  an  annuity  of  to  trustees,  in 
60/.  for  his  daughter  Mary  Ann  Largar^  to  continue  rents,  to  pay  an 
till  the  year  1880,  unless  the  same  should  previously  J"""^^  ^®  *"? 
determine,  and  to  be  paid  to  his  daughter  Mary  Ann  he  proceeded: 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  the  annuity  to  be  h^reby°direct, 
held  on  trust  for  her  children  to  the  year  1880.     He  that  if  my  son 

then  proceeded  as  follows : —  absent' slwdl 

within  five 
''  But  if  no  such  child,  at  the  decease  of  my  said  vearB^make 

daughter,  shall  be  then  living,  the  trusts  hereinbefore  my^rostees, 
declared  to  cease  and  determine  and  be  then  held  upon  he  shall  be  en- 
trust for  my  son  William  Foster.     And  I  hereby  direct,  receive  one 

that  if  my  son  Henry  J.  Foster,  now  absent,  shall,  within  ™?;«Jy  ^^  ""7 

1      ,  .       ,   .  ,        ,    1,  1      ^^^  leasehold 

five  years,  make  his  claim  to  my  trustees,  be  shall  be  estate,  sulject 

entitled  to  and  receive  one  moiety  of  my  said  leasehold  Jj^JJ^^^^  ^^^ 

estate,  subject  however,  together  with  the  other  moiety  other  moiety 

thereof  in  favor  of  my  son  William^  to  the  annuity  and  ^f  my  son  v/il- 

trusts  before  mentioned.'^  liam,io the 

annuity  and 
trusts  before 

He  then  gave  some  legacies  and  the  residue  of  his  ">ent>oned." 

°  ^  Henry  made 

estate  between  his  son  William  and  his  daughter  Mary  no  claim  :— 
J««  H«W,that 

^^"*  WiUiamyiBA 

entitled  to  a 
_,,      ,     ,   .        1.    1  .     ,o^t  moiety  of  the 

The  testator  died  in  1841.  leasehold  sub- 

ject to  the 
annuity,  and 

The  testator's  son  Henry  had  never  been  heard  of  that  the  gift  to 

8iace  the  testator's  death.  Sti^Jn"! 

Hemy$  claiin- 
The  testator's  daughter  had  died  leaving  children*        °^' 

VOL.  XXXV — IV.  N  N 
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1866,  '^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  iDstituted  by  a  judgment  creditor  of 

William  Foster  to  obtain  payment  out  of  a  leasehold  in 
which  Mr.  Foster  was  interested  under  the  testator's  will. 
The  case  is  reported  a?ite{a)  on  a  demurrer. 

The  trustees,  before  notice  of  the  judgment,  bad,  as 
they  alleged,  made  payments  to  William  exceeding 
his  share  of  the  income,  and  they  claimed  to  recoup 
themselves. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing, 

Mr.  Souiigate  and  Mr.  Bevtr  for  the  Plaintiflfs^  as 
to  the  right  of  the  judgment  creditor  to  relief,  cited 
Partridge  r.  Foster  (a) ;  Yescomhe  v.  Landor  (6) ;  Qod-- 
frey  v.  Tucker  (c)\  Smith  v.  Hurst  {d). 

They  argued  that  William  was  now  entitled  to  the 
entirety  of  the  leaseholds,  subject  to  the  existing  annuity. 

Mr.  Roberts^  for  William  Foster^  argued  that  he  took 
the  whole,  and  as  to  the  relief  sought,  he  commented  on 
Godfrey  v.  Tucker  (c),  and  Beavan  v.  Lord  Oxford  (e). 

Mr.  Selwt/n  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber^  for  the  trustees 
of  the  will,  claimed  a  right  to  recoup  themselves,  out  of 
the  future  rents,  the  over  payments  they  bad  made  to 
William  prior  to  their  receiving  notice  of  the  judgment. 
They  cited  Priddy  v.  Rose  (/). 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  Edward  Largan,  the  son  and  re- 
presentative of  the  testator's  daughter,  argued  that  the 

gift 

(a)  34  Beav.  1.  (d)  I  CoU.  705,  and  10  Hare, 

ib)  28  Beav.  80.  30. 

(c)  33  Beav.  280.  (e)  6  De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  492, 507. 

(/)  3  Mcr.  86. 
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gift  to  tbe  son  William  was  contingent  on  the  son  Henry 
making  tbe  claim  within  five  years^  and  that  this  con- 
tingency had  not  happened.    That  there  was  no  implied  «, 
gift  to  William,  and  that  the  leaseholds  passed  under      fw^o^^ 
the  residuary  clause. 

Mr.  Sauthgate  in  reply. 


The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls 

Tbe  question  on  which  I  reserved  the  expression  of  May  5. 
my  opinion  yesterday  was^  what  interest  in  the  leaseholds 
William  Foster  took  under  this  will.  I  am  of  opinion^ 
that  he  took  one  half^  and  no  more,  and  that  the  other 
half  is  to  be  divided  equally  between  himself  and  his 
sister. 

The  absolute  interest  of  the  leaseholds  is  given  to 
trustees,  on  trust  to  raise  an  annuity  for  the  daughter 
for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  for  her  children,  but  to 
continue  only  until  tlie  year  1880. 

The  testator  then  says,  if  my  son  Henry  ''shall  within 
five  years  make  his  claim  to  my  trustees,  he  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  one  moiety  of  my  said  leasehold  estate, 
subject  (together  with  the  other  moiety  thereof  in  favor 
of  my  son  William)  to  the  annuity  on  the  trusts  before 
mentioned."  Now  leave  out  the  parenthesis  and  the 
bequest  will  then  be  as  follows : — "  If  my  son  Henry 
shall,  within  five  years,  make  his  claim  to  my  trustees, 
be  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  one  moiety  of  my  said 
leasehold  ^estate,  subject,  however,  to  the  annuity  and 
tbe  trusts  before  mentioned." 

That  would  be  very  plain  and  simple ;  but  then  the 
N  N  2  parenthesis 
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parenthesis  says  ''together  with  the  other  moiety  thereof 
in  favor  of  my  son  WiUiamJ*  I  do  not  think  that  this 
means  that  the  gift  to  William  is  to  depend  upon  the 
contingency  of  the  other  son  Henry  claiming  within  five 
years,  but  that  it  means,  I  give  the.  other  moiety  to  my 
son  William^  and  the  testator  has  not  disposed  of  the 
first  moiety  except  in  the  event  of  his  son  Henry  claiming 
within  five  years,  which  he  has  not  done. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  moiety  falls  into  the  residue, 
and  the  result  is,  that  William  Foster  is  entitled  to  three- 
fourths  of  the  leaseholds,  atid  the  representatives  oi  Mary 
AnUj  who  is  dead,  are  entitled  to  the  remaining  one- 
fourth, 

I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  William* s  share 
sold,  unless  some  other  arrangement  be  come  to  between 
the  parties.  I  also  think  that  the  trustees  are  entitled  to 
retain  out  of  bis  share  what  they  have  overpaid  bim. 
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GARDENER  v.  ENNOR.  ;  • 

Jpr.  27,  28, 

HUMBY  V.  MOODY.  30, 3i. 

May  25. 

rilHE  first  of  these  suits  {Gardener  v.  Ennor)  was  Transactions 
^      instituted    by    Gardener  and   Burridge   against  cUoraBdcHent, 

Adolphus  Ennor.  James  Humby  and   others  to  fore-  \y  "sthxch  the 

,  former  ob- 

close  a  mortgage;  the  second  suit  {Humby  v.  Moody)  tainedgifU, 

was  instituted  by  Humby  and  Adolphus  Ennor  to  set  *5^  *^  "°^"® 
•     ,  J  ^  r  advantage,  set 

aside  an  agreement,  and  to  make  the  mortgage  stand  aside  and  the 

only  as  a  security  for  the  amount  to  be  found  actually  "ered  to'sund 

due  on  taking  certain  accounts.    The  facts  were  com-  good  only  to 

plicated  ;  but,  so  far  as  the  point  of  law  is  concerned,  what  might  be 

they  may  be  stated  shortly  as  follows :—  found  justly 

^  .     ^  ^  .  .  due  to  the  soli- 

Nicholas  Ennor  (the  father  of  Adolphus  Ennor)  was  ^^^i  „  u  4|,j- 

entitled  to  a  lease  of  some  lead  mines  in  8l  Cti^Aier/ '  Court  holds 

Wells  in  Somersetshire^  and,  in  reapect  of  matters  con-  {nTpro^rfor  a 

nected  with  this  mine,  he  was  engaged  in  two  law  sohcitor  to  de- 

rive  a  personal 

*•*'«•  advantage  in 

the  shape  of 
gifts  from  his 
In    1859-60^  Nicholas  Ennor  sold   his  interest  to  clients,  or  in 

Adolphus  Ennor  ^ndi  James  Humby  for  12,000/.,  payable  SeSd^tion 
by  instalments,  and  the  purchasers  were  also  to  pay  the  of  his  bills  un- 

COStS  of  the  two  law  suits.  delivered,  still 

the  Court  can- 
_  -,  11    1     1       wr  t»  "Tt     11  not  approve  of 

In   1861,  a  company  called  the   West  of  England  clienu entering 

Company  was  formed  for  working  the  mine.     It  was  ^°^^*°^*i, 

divided  their  solicitor, 
whereby  they 
obtain  from  him  present  relief,  and  at  the  same  time  indulge  the  expectation  that  the 
Court  will  afterwards,  at  their  instance,  annul  the  whole  transaction  on  the  ground  of 
the  relation  subsisting  between  them. 

Plaintiffs,  though  successful  in  their  suit,  held  disentitled  to  costs  by  reason  of 
unfounded  charges  made  by  them  against  the  Defendant.  • 
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divided  into  400  shares  of  lOOZ.  each,  of  which  Adolphus 
JEnnor  and  Humhy  took  345. 

Thirty  shares  were  allotted  to  Mr.  Burridge^  a 
solicitor,  who  had  been  engaged  in  all  these  transac- 
tions for  Nicholas  Ennor,  and  had  also,  in  the  sale  of 
the  mine  to  the  Plaintiffs,  acted  for  them.  The  amount 
which,  at  this  time,  Mr.  Burridge  claimed  to  be  due 
to  him  from  Nicholas  JEnnor  was  3,7097.  I6s.  lOd.  The 
thirty  shares  allotted  to  Mr.  Bttrridge  were  originally 
intended  to  be  in  part  payment  of  this  bill  of  costs, 
leaving  709/.  I6s.  lOd.  unpaid;  but  it  was  ultimately 
agreed  that  Mr.  Burridge  was  to  have  them  as  a  gift. 
The  matter  was  thus  stated  by  him  in  his  answer : — 

'*  And  I  say,  that  the  Plaintiffs  afterwards  released 
me  from  my  agreement  to  treat  the  shares  as  taken  in 
part  satisfaction  of  my  costs,  and  agreed  to  pay  me  all 
my  costs  in  full,  in  addition  to  giving  me  the  said 
shares.'* 

Afterwards,  in  September,  1861,  Nicholas  JEnnor  filed 
a  bill  in  this  Court  against  Adolphus  Ennor  and  Humby 
{Ennor  v.  Humby)  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  by  them,  and  some  of  the  arrange- 
ments, made  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Mr.  Burridge, 
were  entered  into  in  order  to  satisfy  the  orders  made  by 
the  Court  in  that  suit. 

The  first  arrangement  between  the  VX^miA^s  Adolphus 
Ennor  and  Humby  and  Mr.  Burridge  was  eflfected  by 
an  agreement  dated  the  29th  January,  1862,  whereby,  in 
consideration  of  Burridge  not  calling  for  the  immediate 
payment  of  the  several  bills  of  costs  due  from  Nicholas 
Ennor,  Adolphus  Ennor  and  Humby,  the  latter  ''  agreed 
to  pay  the  several  bills  of  costs  as  the  same  were  then 
made  out  and  delivered  or  about  to  be  delivered  by 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Bur  ridge  to  Nicholas  Ennor**  under  an  order  of 
Court.  And  in  consideration  of  2,000/.,  stated  to  be 
procured  for  them  of  Gardener  to  pay  Nicholas  Ennar, 
and  likewise  in  consideration  of  Burridge  having  pro- 
cured loans  from  his  bankers  of  other  sums  for  them, 
and  in  consideration  of  2,000/.  procured  for  them  of 
Stuchey's  Banking  Company  amounting  to  871/.  7s.  9d., 
they  agreed  to  repay  him  the  same  sums,  respectively, 
with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent  and  for  the  advances  with 
interest."  And  for  the  several  considerations  aforesaid 
they  also  agreed  to  allot  and  give  to  William  Burridge 
twenty  free  and  paid  vp  shares  in  the  West  of  England 
Lead  Smeltvig  Company  {Limited)^  in  addition  to  the 
five  free  shares  heretofore  agreed  by  them  to  be  allotted 
and  given  to  him  in  the  company.*'  And  they  agreed 
that  all  deeds  and  documents  in  his  custody  should  be 
pledged  to  him  for  the  bills  of  costs  and  the  moneys 
advanced  or  to  be  advanced. 


1869. 


The  Plaintiffs  Adolphus  Ennor  and  Humby  sought  to 
set  aside  this  agreement  in  toto,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  a  transaction  between  a  solicitor  and  his  clients  for 
the  benefit  of  the  solicitor  himself. 

After  this,  and  in  Aprils  1862,  Mr.  Elford  brought 
two  actions  against  Adolphus  Ennor  and  Humby  to 
recover  money  advanced,  and  on  this  occasion  Mr. 
Surridge  acted  as  their  solicitor  and  adviser. 


In  this  state  of  things,  a  second  agreement  was  entered 
into,  on  the  27th  May,  1862.  It  was  in  the  form  of  an 
undertaking,  whereby  Adolphus  Ennor  and  Humby  under- 
took to  execute  to  Burridge  a  mortgage  of  the  mines  for 
4,500/.  which  he  had  provided,  as  well  as  for  the  former 
sums  advanced  by  and  through  him  and  future  advances. 
^' And  for  the  considerations  aforesaid  Adolphus  Ennor 

«nd 
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and  Humby  agreed  to  transfer,  forty-five  shares  to 
Burridge  of  100/.  each  in  the  said  company,  in  addition 
to  fifty-five  shares  previously  agreed  to  be  given  to  him, 
making  his,  Burridge'Sf  interest  in  the  concern,  with  the 
thirty  shares  taken  by  him  on  the  formation  of  the 
company,  10,000/. ;  and  if  at  any  time  the  company 
should  cease  to  exist,  Burridge's  interest  in  tlie  concern 
should  continue  the  same  in  proportion  to  the  then 
present  share  capital  in  the  concern,. vtc/e/idl,  one-fourth 
interest,  but  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  the  company." 

The  bill  asked  that  this  undertaking,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  forty-five  shares  in  the  company  agreed 
to  be  transferred,  might  be  declared  void. 

On  the  1st  of  November,  1862,  the  Plaintiff  mort- 
gaged the  mine  to  secure  to  Gardener  3,500/.  and  to 
Burridge  3,192/.  O5.  Sc/.' 

The  bill  prayed  that  this  mortgage  might  be  ordered 
to  stand  as  a  security  for  so  much  as  should  be  found 
due  fh>m  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Cutler^  for  Gardener  and 
Burridge^  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  cause,  cited  JBozon 
V.  Bolland  (a) ;  Harris  v.  Tremenheere  (i)  ;  O^Brien  v. 
Lewis  (c)  I  In  re  Boyle  {d). 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Stock,  for  Humby  and  Ado^us 
JSnnor,  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  second  suit,  cited  Thomson 
V.  Judge  (e) ;  Rhodes  v.  Bate  (/). 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Pearson  for  Bt,  Cuihbert 
Company. 

Mr. 


(a)  4  Alyk  ^  Cr.  354. 
(6)  15  Ves.  84. 
(c)  9  Jur.lN.S.)  321  mmi52^ 
Id)  5De  G.,  M.  ^  G.  540. 


(e)  3  Drew.  306. 
(J)   \    Lno    iiep.   {Cknc.) 
Jppealy  252.  .... 
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Mr«  Jtutl  in  reply.    Haich  v.  Hatck{fl)\  Coz  v*       1866. 
WeUi{b) ;  WaJmesley  v.  JBooM  (c) ;  Newman  v.  Payneiit) ;      ^-^^ 
JUcnieiquien  v.  Sandyes  (e).  ardemb* 

Emmok. 

HUMBT 

!Z%(S  Master  0/  Me  Rolls. 

The  first  head  of  relief  asked  by  tlie  Plaintiffs  is,  to  ^%  S^- 
set  aside  the  agreement  of  the  29th  of  January,  1862, 
tn  toto,  first,  on  this  ground,  that  it  was  a  transaction 
between  them  and  their  own  solicitor  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  solicitor  himself;  and  secondly,  that  the 
representation  of  facts,  on  the  face  of  the  agreement  itself, 
was  erroneous.  The  first  objection  ij3  not  easily  disposed 
of;  it  was,  I  think,  a  transaction  between  the  Plaintifii 
and.their  own  solicitor,  in  which  I  cannot  say  that  all  the 
benefit  was  derived  by  Mr.  Burridge,  but  it  was  one 
which,  in  my  opinion,  was  very  onesided,  and  very  mate- 
rially^ for  his  advantage.  The  advantages  he  obtained 
were,  first,  the  payment,  without  taxation  of  his  four  bills 
of  costs,  one  of  which  he  had  not  then  even  delivered ; 
secondly,  the  repayment  with  interest  of  the  sums  ad- 
vanced by  him  towards  carrying  on  the  mine ;  thirdly, 
the  allotment  of  twenty-five  paid  up  shares  in  the  com- 
pany to  be  formed ;  fourthly,  a  lien  on  all  documents  in 
.  his  possession  for  bills  of  costs  and  money  advanced  or  to 
be  advanced  by  him.  These  twenty-five  shares  were  to 
be  ID  addition  to  the  thirty  shares  allotted  him  in  part 
payment  of  the  bills  of  costs. 

The  consideration  for  which  the  Plaintiffs  entered  into 
this  agreement  was,  that  they  owed  Mr.  Byrridge  money, 
that  be  had  procured  loans  for  thcni  and  had  advanced 

and 

9  Vet.  292.  (J)  2  Vcf.jun.  202. 

I  1  i-oj,  H2i  (f)  18  Vet.  802.  • 

2  Atk.  25. 
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find  would  advance  money  to  carry  on  the  minetf.  lo 
fact,  however,  the  loans  (which  were  all  advanced  by 
Stuckey*8  Banking  Company)  were  received  by  Mr. 
Burridge,  in  part  discharge  of  what  was  due  to  himself, 
as  appears  from  the  account  set  forth  by  him  in  his 
answer.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  not  primarily  liable  to  pay  either  of  these  bills  of 
costs  to  Mr.  Burridge  or  the  mortgage  on  the  mines  to 
Messrs.  Qardener;  these  were,  in  fact,  due  by  NiekoUu 
Ennar,  and  if  the  purchase  by  the  Plaintiffs  had  gone 
off,  they  would  not  have  been  in  any  way  liable  to  pay 
these  amounts.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
Plaintiffs  were  in  great  want  of  money  to  carry  on  the 
mines,  and,  unless  by  entering  into  this  agreement,  little 
prospect  seems  to  have  existed  of  their  obtaining  any, 
and  though  such  future  advances  formed  no  part  of  the 
specified  consideration  for  the  agreement,  still  the  tacit 
understanding  between  the  parties  to  it  seems  to  me  to 
have  been,  that  money  should  be  supplied  by  Mr,  Btar^ 
ridge  in  future,  as  in  fact  it  wa8» 


That  part  of  the  transaction  which  consists  of  the  gift 
of  the  twenty^five  shares  is  also  very  objectionable*  The 
mines  were  a  valuable  property,  though  probably  worth 
less  than  the  sum  at  which  they  were  fixed  by  the 
nominal  amount  attributed  to  the  shares  in  the  com* 
pany,  still  they  were  a  property  of  value,  and  twenty-five 
shares  represented  one-sixteenth  part  of  the  whole  value 
of  the  mines. 


This  agreement  is,  however,  so  mixed  up  with  the 
subsequent  transactions  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  im« 
possible  to  deal  with  it  as  if  it  were  the  sole  transaction, 
in  which  case,  probably,  I  should,  upon  the  Plaintiffs 
undertaking  to  pay  what  was  due  to  Mr.  Burridge  on 
his  bill  of  costs,  such  amount  to  be  allowed  in  part  pay- 
ment 
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roent  of  the  purchase-money  due  to  Nicholas  Ennor, 
order  the  same  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

But  the  transaction  does  not  rest  here,  for  a  second 
agreement  was  shortly  afterwards,  on  the  27th  of  May, 
1862,  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Mr. 
JSvrridge. — [His  Lordship  stated  this  agreement  and 
the  other  transactions.] 


1866. 


Tliis  completes  the  transaction,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
forty-five  shares  in  the  West  of  England  Company, 
which  company,  it  is  proper  to  observe,  was  only  another 
name  for  the  Plaintiffs.  I  am  of  opinion,  notwith- 
standing that  the  evidence  and  correspondence  shew 
that  the  Plaintiffs  knew  perfectly  well  what  they  were 
about,  yet  that  a  transaction  of  this  character,  founded 
on  the  agreement  of  January,  1862,  which  I  have 
already  commented  upon,  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand 
as  a  valid  transaction,  so  far  as  it  regai-ds  any  aid  or 
assistance  from  this  Court  to  enforce  it 

Four  days  after  this  agreement  a  mortgage  of  the 
mines  was,  on  the  31st  May^  1862,  executed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  to  Messrs.  Moody  ^  Smith  to  secure  the  sum 
of  2,360/.,  which  was  advanced  by  them  to  enable  the 
Plaintiffs  to  comply  with  the  order  of  the  Court  made 
in  the  case  of  Ennor  v.  Sumby,  directing  the  payment 
into  Court  of  a  sum  of  money  due  from  the  Plaintiffs  in 
respect  of  the  purchase-money. 


On  the  Ist  of  November,  1862,  the  mortgage  was 
executed  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  Mr.  Burridge  which  forms 
the  subject  of  the  second  branch  of  relief  prayed  for  by 
the  Pliuntiffst  This  mortgage  is  to  this  effect — [His 
J^rdsbip  stated  it,] 

The 
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GAROBHEft 

Eiiaos. 

HUMBT 

9. 

JfoODT. 


The  bill  prays  that  this  mortgage  may  be  ordered  to 
stand  .as  a  security  for  so  much  only  as,  upoa  takiog 
the  account  between  the  PlaintifTs  and  Mr.  Burridge, 
shall  be  found  to  be  due  from  them,  and  the  bill  alleges 
a  great  variety  of  circumstances  to  shew  the  fraudulent 
character  of  this  deed,  and  how  they  were  surprised  into 
executing  it  without  a  due  knowledge  of  its  contents. 
I  regret  to  say  that  these  allegations  in  the  bill,  as  well 
as  those  of  a  like  nature  relating  to  the  two  previous 
agreements,  which  must  have  been  introduced  on  the 
instruction  of  the  Plaintiffs,  are  destitute  of  foundation. 
As  regards  this  ground  for  impeaching  the  mortgage 
deed,  the  bill  wholly  fails.  It  also  fails  as  regards 
Mr.  Gardener. 


I 


But  as  regards  the  3,192/.,  said  to  be  advanced  by  the 
Defendant  Burridge^  the  case  appears  to  me  to  be  very 
different.  The  balance  is  made  out  by  his  account,  to 
which  I  have  already  referred,  set  forth  in  his  answer. 
The  items  in  this  account  do  not  appear  to  have  been 
vouched,  and  several  of  them  are,  in  my  opinion,  such, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  the  accuracy  of 
them  tested.  If  the  matter  had  stood  here,  uncon- 
nected with  the  St.  Cuihbert  Company t  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  just  and  equitable  mode  of  dealing  with 
the  transactions  between  the  Plaintifis  and  Mr«  Bwr- 
ridge  would  be  the  following : — 

Declare  the  agreement  of  the  29th  January^  1862,  to 
be  void,  and  direct  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled, 
on  the  Plaintiffs  undertaking  that  the  mortgage  of  1st 
November^  1862,  shall  stand  as  a  security  for  all  sums 
justly  due  and  owing  by  them  to  Mr.  Burridge,  in- 
cluding therein  the  sums  due  from  Nicholas  JSnnar  to 
Burridge  in  respect  of  the  four  bills  of  costs  referred  to 
in  the  agreement  of  29th  July,  1862,  claimed  hy  Mr. 
Burridge  against  Nicholas  Ennor,  the  amount  due 

thereon 
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thereon  respectively  to  be  ascertained  by  taxation^  and 
the  total  amounts  due  thereon  to  be  allowed  to  the 
Plaintiffs  as  part  payment  of  the  purchase-money  due 
from  them  to  Nicholas  Ennor  in  the  suit  of  Ennor  vl 
Humby^  for  which  purpose  all  necessary  applications 
are  to  be  made  in  that  suit.  And  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  all  necessary  accounts  would  have  to  be 
taken,  but,  in  taking  such  accounts,  I  should  give  a 
direction,  that  where  a  sum  of  money  is  entered  as  paid 
to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  account  in  the  answer,  by  which 
the  balance  of  3,192Z.  Os.  bd.  is  arrived  at,  and  for 
which  the  mortgage  was  given  by  them,  that  this  sum 
shall  be  treated  as  having  been  admitted  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs to  have  been  paid  to  them  and  that  it  should  not 
require  to  be  vouched. 


J  866. 


Oardbmer 
r.    . 
Emnor. 

HUMBT 

V.     . 
MOODT* 


This,  it  appears  to  roe,  is  the  only  foundation  on 
which  the  Plaintiffs  can  ask  to  settle  the  accounts  and 
the  mortgage  security  and  transaction  between  them 
and  the  Defendant  Burridge. 

[His  Lordship  adverted  to  the  difficulty  arising  from 
Nicholas  Ennor  not  being  a  party  to  these  suits  and  the 
transaction  in  respect  of  the  St.  Cuthhert  Company ^  who 
bad  since  purchased  the  mine,  and  the  modification  in 
the  decree  which  these  circumstances  require.] 


Of  course  it  will  appear  from  this  that  my  declaration 
as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  agreement  of  29th  January ^ 
1862,  makes  the  gift  of  the  forty-five  paid  up  shares  to 
Mr.  Bwrridge  absolutely  void,  and  that  he  has,  in  my 
opinion,  no  interest  in  the  said  company,  except  in 
respect  of  such  shares  as  he  has  taken  or  intends  to 
take  and  to  pay  up  the  amount  of  the  calls  thereon.  It 
fa  also  evident  from  my  declaration,  that  Mr.  Burridg^s 
claim  of  a  lien  in  respect  of  the  agreement  of  29th 

January 
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January ^  1862,  is  gone  by  the  mortgage,  or  rather  tliat 
it  is  merged,  by  reason  of  the  conditions  I  impose  on 
the  Plaintiffs  with  respect  to  the  claim  against  them  by 
the  transaction  in  question  as  it  existed  under  the  mort- 
gage of  1st  November  J  1862. 

I  have  also  read  and  considered  the  evidence  as  regards 
the  costs  to  be  given  on  these  transactions,  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that,  as  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Mr.  Burridge, 
I  can  properly  give  no  costs  on  either  side.  As  regards 
Mr.  Burridge^  the  comments  I  have  made  on  the  trans- 
actions themselves,  and  the  relation  in  which  he  stood  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  make  it  impossible  for  me,  not  only  to 
give  him  any  costs,  but,  if  the  transactions  had  been 
such  as  the  Plaintiffs  represented  it,  or  even  if  they  had 
plainly  narrated  the  real  facts,  stating  the  full  extent  of 
their  own  knowledge,  it  would  have  been  difficult  for 
me  to  avoid  giving  them  the  costs.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  Plaintiffs  have  disentitled  themselves  to  receive 
any  costs,  by  reason  of  the  unfounded  charges  they  have 
brought  against  Mr.  Burridge^  and  of  which,  under 
ordinary  circumstances,  they  would  have  had  to  pay  all 
the  costs.  And  although,  unquestionably,  this  Court 
holds  that  it  is  highly  improper  for  a  solicitor  to  derive 
a  personal  advantage  in  the  shape  of  gifts  from  his 
clients,  or  in  the  shape  of  the  liquidation  of  his  bills  un- 
taxed and  undelivered,  still  the  Court  cannot  approve  of 
clients  entering  into  transactions  with  their  solicitor, 
whereby  they  obtain  from  him  present  relief,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  indulge  the  expectation  that  the 
Court  will  afterwards,  at  their  instance,  annul  the 
whole  transaction  on  the  ground  of  the  relation  sub- 
sisting between  them. 


I  propose  to  make  one  decree  in  both  causes.     As 
regards  Mr.  Gardener  I  see  nothing  but  what  is  straight- 
forward 
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forward  ia  his  conduct^  and  he  must  have  his  costs  of 
both  suits. 

The  Plaintiff  must  therefore  pay  the  costs  of  the  De- 
fendantSi  other  than  Mr.  Burridffe,  in  the  suit  oiHtanhy 
Y.  Moody;  but  in  the  suit  of  Gardener  v.  Ennor^  the 
Plaintiffs  in  that  suit  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  SL 
Cuthbert  Company  and  of  Moody  and  Smith,  the  first 
mortgagees. 


1866. 


CALCRAFT  v.  THOMPSON. 

npHIS  suit  was  instituted  to  restrain  the  invasion  of 
ancient  lights  by  mandatory  injunction,  the  alleged 
obstruction  having  been  completed  before  the  bill  was 
filed. 

Mr.  Seltoyn,  Mr.  Cleashy  and  Mr.  Bristowe  for  the 
Plaintiff.  Johnson  v.  Wyatt  (a);  Tapling  v.  Jones  {h) ; 
Gale  V.  Abbot  (c). 

Mr.  Hobhouse^nA  Mr.  Humphrey  in  the  same  interest* 

Mr.  Leigh  and  Mr.  Southgate,  conlri,  were  stopped 
by- 

I%e  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said,  that,  in  his 

opinion,  no  case  was  made  for  an  injunction ;  and  as  to 

the  question  of  damages,  that  he  desired  the  cause  to 

stand  over  until  the   Lords  Justices  had  decided,  in 

JDwrreU  v.  Pritchard,  whether  a  bill  will  lie  for  damages 

when  the  Court  refuses  the  injunction. 

The 


1865. 
Jif/y  14. 

ISGG. 
Feb.  9, 13. 
A  suit  cannot 
be  sustained  in 
this  Court  for 
the  purpose  of 
recovering  da- 
mages for  nn 
invasion  of 
ancient  lights 
when  the  in- 
junction is 
refused. 

Deere  r. 
Gucit,  1  Miff. 
^  Cr.  51C,  ob- 
served upon. 


(a)  2  De  G.,  J.  ^  S.  18. 
(6)  13  If'.  R.  617. 


(r)  10  W.  R.  748. 
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The  Lords  Justices  having  decided  the  appeal  in 
Durrell  v.  Pritchard  (a),  the  case  was  brought  on 
again. 

Mr.  SeJwyn^  Mr«  Cleasby  and  Mr.  Bristowe  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

Mr.  JSobhouse  and  Mr.  Humphrey  for  Defendants  in 
the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Cotton^  for  tlie  other  De- 
fendants^ were  stopped  by — 

The  Master  of /Ae  Rolls,  who  said  he  would  read 
the  evidence  again  with  reference  to  the  observations  of 
the  Lords  Justices. 


7^  Mastbr  o/Me  Rolls. 

Fth.  13.  J  jjjiyg  again  gone  over  the  evidence,  with  a  view  to 

consider  whether  the  damage  in  this  case  is  such,  as 
amounts  to  the  ''  very  serious  damage  which  would  arise 
from  the  interference  of  this  Court  .being  withheld/' 
mentioned  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  his  judgment  in 
Durrell  V.  Pritchard {a\  as  justifying  the  interference 
by  way  of  mandatory  injunction,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  damage  does  not,  in  that  view  of  the  case,  in 
my  opinion,  justify  the  interference  of  this  Court. 

I  may  however,  without  impropriety,  observe,  that  I 
think  that  his  Lordship  did  not,  in  commenting  upon 
Deiere  v»  Guest  {h\   suflSciently  take  notice  that  the 

decision, 

(a)  3&  L.  J.  IChanc.)  223.  (6)  1  Myi.  i  Vr.  S16. 


Calcraft 

V. 
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decision,  in  that  case,  was  not  given  on  an  application  1866. 
for  an  injunction,  but  that  it  was  on  demurrer,  and  that 
the  Lord  Chancellor  decided,  that,  in  such  a  case,  no 
relief  at  all  could  be  given.  Having  been  counsel  in  Thompson. 
that  case,  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  in- 
tended to  lay  down  the  principle,  that  if  the  injury  was 
completed  before  the  bill  was  filed,  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court  did  not  arise,  and  that  the  only  remedy  was 
at  law;  and  I  remember  well  that  Mr.  Jacob  urged 
strongly  on  Mr.  Mylne  the  necessity  of  reporting  the 
case,  as  one  that  laid  down  a  great  and  broad  principle 
appHcable  to  all  cases  of  mandatory  injunction.  In 
future,  no  doubt,  I  shall  regard  that  case  in  the  light  in 
which  it  is  estimated  by  the  Lord  Justice  Turner;  but 
it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  difficult  to  consider  that 
the  injury  was  slight  in  that  case,  where  a  railway  was 
made,  by  collusion  with  the  tenant,  across  the  fields  of 
the  Plaintiff,  shutting  up,  as  will  appear  by  the  bill, 
though  not  so  stated  in  the  report,  a  road,  which  was 
one  of  the  principal  modes  of  access  to  his  farmhouse. 

It  is  true  that,  in  that  case,  as  I  was  afterwards  in- 
formed, the  Plaintiff  in  equity  obtained  at  law  full  com- 
pensation for  the  damage  sustained,  including  in  it  the 
costs  of  the  proceedings  in  equity,  besides  also  judg- 
ment in  ejectment,  which  was  not  executed,  because  the 
parties  came  to  terms  of  compromise. 

The  case  of  Durrell  v.  Pritchard  confirms  me  in  my 
view,  that  suits  cannot  be  instituted  in  this  Court  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  damages  when  the  injunction 
is  refused,  and  accordingly  I  am  of  opinion  that,  in  this 
caBe,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Note. — Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  19th  January,  1867  (15 
W.  R.  887). 
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Feb.  15.  CROSS  V.  WILKS. 

Idarch  6. 

Ateiutorgave  ri^HE  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  his  real  and  personal 

bis  real  and  X  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  trustees  (Jacksons  and  Wilks)  and 
personal  estate  ^  ^  ' 

to  trustees  in    their  heirs,  upon  trust,  after  paying  his  debts,  funeral 

Sr^nwnrof  »"^  testamentary  expenses,  that  they  ''should,  with  the 

his  widow,  to    consent  and  approbation  in  writing  of  his  wife  Elizaibeik^ 

the  produce      &t  such  time  or  times  as  she  and  they  might  think  most 

and  pay  the      advantageous,  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid,  dnring  her 

income  there* 

from  and  of      life,  sell  and  dispose  of  his  said  real  estate  (if  any)  and 

sSd^his"""    ^'^^  ^*^  personal  estate  and  effects  (except  such  part  or 

widow  for  life,  parts  of  his  household  Airniture,  plate,  linen,  china  and 

death,  he  di-     effects,  which  his  wife  Elizabeth  might  select  for  her 

rected  that  the  own  use)  not  being  then  already  in  money  or  money 

money  to  be  ,  , 

produced  by      securities/'     And  to  invest  the  money  arising  from  such 

"'soldh'cfor  ^^'®  ^^  sales,  together  with  what  other  moneys  might 
her  death,"  come  to  their  hands  under  his  will,  upon  government  or 
teust  for  such    ^^^  securities  in  England.    And  to  pay  the  dividends 

persons  as  she  and  interest  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom,  and  the 

should  bydced  .   ,        .,...,  ,  ?     i.   „      . 

or  will  appoint:  interest,  dividends  or  yearly  proceeds  of  all  other  moneys, 

BM,  that  the  ^nd  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  his  real  estate  (if  any) 

did  not  extend  until  the  same  should  be  sold,  unto  his  wife  JEUzabetk 

norsdddui^g  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use.    "And  from  and 

her  life.      ^^     after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  then  he  directed  that  all 

held  to  be  ejus-  ^"^  every  the  moneys  to  arise  or  be  in  any  way  produced 

^*d  ^^T^**'     ^^  ^^  ^"^  °^  *^'^  estate,  effects  or  property  whatsoever 

apply  to  real     sold  before  her  decease,  and   the  furniture  and   other 

estate.  effects  retained  by  her  for  her  use,  when  sold  after  her 

decease,  should  be  upon  trust  for  all  or  any  person  or 

persons  she,  his  said  wife  Elizabeth,  should,  by  deed  or 

will,  direct  or  appoint,  give,  devise  or  bequeath  the 

same/'  and  in  default  of  such  direction,  upon  trust  to 

pay 
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pay  and  divide  the  game  between  hia  brothers.  He 
authorized  his  wife  to  select,  for  her  own  use,  such 
articles  of  his  household  furniture  or  any  other  effects 
which  he  might  die  possessed  of.  And  he  further 
directed  that  no  sale  or  sales  of  his  said  estate  or  effects 
should  be  had,  without  the  consent  of  his  said  wife 
being  first  obtained,  until  after  her  decease. 

The  testator  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix,  and  he 
died  in  1866,  seised  of  some  freehold  property  in  Marsion 
and  Stand  Street. 

The  widow  entered  into  possession  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  and  treated  the  whole  as  belonging  to 
her  absolutely.  The  trustees  never  interfered  or  took 
any  part  in  the  administration.  The  widow  died  in 
1864,  having,  by  her  will,  devised  the  Marston  and 
Stand  Street  property  to  the  Defendants.  The  heir-at- 
law  of  the  testator,  however,  contended  that  the  widow 
had  no  power  to  devise  these  real  estates  which  remained 
unsold  at  her  death. 

Mr.  Swamton  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Storage  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest  as 
the  Plaintiff: 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Field  for  the  heir-at-law. 

Mr.  Swanston  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case,  the  question,  which  arises  on  the  will  of      Mar.  6. 
Jaeeph  Jachson,  is,  whether  his  wife  has,  under  the 
words  of  his  will,  power  to  dispose,  by  will,  of  such 

0  o  2  portion 
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portion  of  bis  property  as  was  not  sold  or  converted 
into  money  during  her  lifetime. 

That  it  was  the  testator's  intention  that  his  widow 
should  have  the  absolute  control  over  all  his  property  I 
cannot  doubt.  I  think  it  would  be  too  capricious  an 
intention  to  attribute  to  him  to  suppose  that  he  intended 
that  his  wife  should  have  the  power  of  disposing  of  his 
property,  if  converted  into  money,  but  no  such  power, 
if  it  remained  unconverted,  while  the  power  of  con- 
verting the  whole  or  any  part  into  personalty  depended 
exclusively  on  her  own  will  and  pleasure. 

But  even  so  assuming  it,  I  cannot  get  over  the  words 
of  the  testator  quod  voluit  non  dixit 

The  words  of  the  will  are  these  :  "  all  and  every  the 
money  to  arise  or  be  in  any  way  produced  by  or  out  of 
my  estate,  effects  or  property  whatever  sold  before  her 
decease."  So  far  the  words  are  precise,  and  the  power 
is  confined  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sales  "  before 
her  decease."  He  goes  on  :  "  and  the  furniture  and 
other  effects  retained  by  her  for  her  own  use,  when  sold 
after  her  decease."  Therefore  there  are  two  classes  of 
things  given,  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  *'  before 
her  decease,"  and  the  furniture  and  effects  ''retained 
by  her  for  her  own  use  when  sold  after  her  decease." 
A  good  deal  of  argument  was  founded  on  the  word 
"effects,"  which  occurs  twice;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  is  impossible  to  apply  the  word  *' effects*'  to  real 
estate.  I  think  that  it  must  be  treated  as  a  word  ejusdem 
generis  with  the  '*  furniture,"  which  was  retained  by  her 
for  her  own  use,  and  that  it  cannot  extend  to  real  estate. 
The  proof  of  it  is,  that  when  the  word  "effects"  is  men- 
tioned a  second  time,  he  authorizes  his  wife  ''  to  select 
for  her  own  use  such  articles  of  his  household  furniture 

or 
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or  any  other  effects  which  he  might  die  possessed  of."        1866. 
There  it  clearly  means  *^  effects"  of  a  like  nature. 

The  testator  might  possibly  have  thought,  that  if  she 
intended  to  dispose  of  it  by  will,  she  might  have  directed 
the  sale,  and  that  if  she  wished  the  property  to  go  to 
his  heir-at-law,  she  might  withhold  her  consent.  It  is, 
however,  impossible  to  speculate  on  his  intention  ;  but 
this  is  certain  :  she  died  intending  to  dispose  of  it  by 
will,  because  she  has  expressly  said  so.  I  think  however 
she  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and  that  to  have  enabled 
her  it  must  first  have  been  converted. 

I  must  declare  that  the  heir-at-law  is  entitled  to  this 
real  estate. 


DUNBALL  V.  WALTERS.  1865. 

June  15,  24. 

THE  Plaintiff's  property  in  Shoreditch  was  separated  An  act  of 
from  the  Defendants'  by  a  wall  nineteen  feet  high,  JfJile'^af  give 
and  the  windows  of  the  Plaintiff's  houses,  which  were  any  pe"on  the 
alleged  to  be  ancient  lights,  overlooked  the  Defendants'  thVproperty  ^ 

premises.  of  another 

without  his 
consent  on 
On  the  10th  of  Mat/,  1865,  the  Defendants  pulled  payment  of  an 

down  the  wall  with  a  view  to  erect  a  large  warehouse  pecunfary 
on  their  premises,  and  notwithstanding  the  Plaintiff's  compensation, 

*  '  °  and  the  right 

remonstrances  and  threats,  they  had,  at  the  filing  of  this  to  light  and 
bill  (29th  otMay,  1865),  raised  the  wall  to  the  height  Jj^JerTyr'^ 
of  thirty-five  and  one-third  feet.  the  land  which 

enjoys  this 
easement  ou 
The  bill  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defend-  the  land  of 

ants  from  erecting  the  building  of  a  greater  height  than  ®°®'**®'- 

it  was  originally,  and  from  permitting  the  wall  already 

erected  from  remaining  a  greater  height  than  it  lately 

stood 
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stoody  and  from  erecting  on  the  Defendants'  land  any 
wall,  &c.  of  a  greater  height  than  the  elevation  of  the 
old  buildings  as  they  lately  stood,  so  as  to  darken  or 
Walters,  obscure  or  impede  the  light  and  air  theretofore  enjoyed 
by  the  Plaintiffs. 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  an  injunction,  the  De- 
fendants having  previously  given  an  undertaking  not 
further  to  raise  the  height  of  the  party  wall. 

Mr.  Southgate  and  Mr.  Ince  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Renshawe  for  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Southgate  in  reply. 

Ranken  v.  Hvskisson  (a) ;  Attorney  General  f. 
Nichol  (&) ;  and  Isenberg  v.  East  India  House  JEstaU 
Company  (c),  were  cited. 


7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

June  24.  This  is  an  application  for  an  injunction.    In  truth  no 

such  injunction  as  is  here  prayed  is  resisted,  because 

before  the  motion  was  made  the  wall  was  carried  to  its 

present  height,  and  it  is  not  intended  by  the  Defendants 

to  raise  it  higher.     The  great  object  of  the  present 

motion  however  is,  to  prevent  the  Defendants  hereafter, 

at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  from  urging  as  a  defence  to 

a  mandatory  injunction  to  restore  the  property  to  the 

same  state  in  which  it  was  before  the  wall  was  begun  to 

be  raised,  the  hardships  and  expense  which  would  be 

entailed  on  the  Defendants  by  the  necessity  of  pulling 

down  a  large  and  extensive  warehouse  which  they  are 

now  in  the  course  of  completing. 

The 

(a)  4  Sim.  13.  (c)  10  Jur.  (N.  S.)  221. 

h)  16  Va.  338. 
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The  Plaintiff  alleges^  that  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  1866. 
the  bill  and  service  of  the  notice  of  motion^  not  only  the  v^n^^^ 
wall  was  not  completed^  but  the  whole  might  have  been  Dunball 
restored  to  its  former  state  for  a  few  pounds.  And  that  Walters. 
even  when  the  undertaking  was  given  by  the  Defendant, 
a  comparatively  small  sum  would  have  restored  the 
property  to  its  former  state,  but  that  the  subsequent 
works,  although  they  add  nothing  to  the  obstruction  of 
light  and  air  already  effected,  will  add  much  to  the 
expense  of  restoring  the  property  to  its  original  state. 
They  stated  that,  when  the  undertaking  was  given,  the 
building  was  a  mere  carcase,  with  four  bare  walls  and 
an  unfinished  roof,  but  that  by  the  time  this  case  will  be 
beard,  the  whole  building  with  floors,  windows,  doors, 
plastering  and  painting  will  have  been  completed,  and 
that  it  is  probable  that  the  Defendants,  if  the  Court 
should  be  disposed  to  decide  against  them  on  the  merits, 
will,  in  resisting  any  decree  for  a  mandatory  injunction, 
have  a  strong  argument  ad  misericordiam  to  urge  against 
such  a  proceeding,  and  to  induce  the  Court  to  leave  the 
Plaintiffs  to  compensation  in  damages,  instead  of  com- 
pelling the  Defendants  to  restore  the  property  statu  quo 
fuit. 

Certainly  many  of  the  observations  made  in  some  of 
the  later  cases  in  Chancery  seem  to  point  in  that  direc- 
tion, but  I  must  state  my  opinion  to  be,  that  an  act  of 
parliament  alone  can  give  any  person  the  right  of  taking 
the  property  of  another  without  his  consent,  although  it 
be  intended  to  be  taken  only  on  payment  to  him  of  an 
adequate  pecuniary  compensation. 

I  must  also  state  my  opinion,  that  the  right  of  obtain- 
ing air  and  light  over  the  land  of  a  neighbour,  which 
hasj  by  lapse  of  time,  become  indefeasible,  is  as  much 
property  as  the  land  itself  which  enjoys  this  easement 
over  the  land  of  another. 

I  have, 
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1865.  I  have^  therefore,  though  prematurely,  because  I  am 

rather  trenching  upon  the  province  of  the  judge  who  will 
have  to  dispose  of  this  case  at  the  hearing,  examined 
into  the  evidence  to  see  how  the  matter  stands  in  this 
respect.  In  my  opinion  it  stands  very  differently  from 
the  case  of  Dun-ell  v.  Prilchard{a)  which  I  disposed  of 
in  the  early  part  of  this  month.  There,  the  matter  was 
begun  in  July,  was  carried  up  to  its  extreme  height 
on  5th  September,  was  completed  shortly  afterwards, 
but  no  bill  was  filed  until  the  month  of  February 
following. 

In  this  instance,  the  Defendants  raise  a  case  of  ac- 
quiescence on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff^,  which  is  founded 
upon  this  :  that  the  Plaintiff^'s  husband  was  invited  to 
inspect  the  plans  and  to  ascertain  what  the  intended 
elevation  was  to  be.  At  the  same  time  that  this  was 
done,  he  was  also  assured  that  the  intended  building 
would  not,  to  any  appreciable  extent,  diminish  the  access 
of  light  and  air  to  the  back  windows  of  his  house.  I 
think  when  such  a  statement  is  made,  and  such  an 
inspection  offered,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  offer  is  made  to  examine  the  plans  and  ascertain 
what  appears  upon  them.  The  Plaintiff*  (assuming  what 
is  not  the  case,  the  Plaintiff  and  her  husband  to  be  in 
the  same  position)  did  not  do  so.  I  have  desired 
these  plans  to  be  shewn  to  me,  and  I  am  bound  to  say, 
that  I  am  unable,  from  them,  to  ascertain  the  height  that 
the  wall  in  question  was  intended  to  be  raised,  and  it 
is  my  opinion,  that  to  the  Plaintiff*  or  to  me  the  in- 
spection of  the  plan  would  have  shewn  nothing.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  no  case  of  acquiescence  can  be 
raised  on  this  head. 

Upon  the  rest  of  the  evidence,  I  am  of  opinion  that 

the 
(fl)  34  L.  J.  (N.  5.)  CA.  598,  and  35  L^J.^N.  S.)  Ch.  223. 
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the  Plain tifTs  husband  interfered  the  moment  that  it  1865. 
appeared  that  the  wall  would  be  raised  to  such  a  height 
as  to  interfere  with  the  light  and  air  hitherto  enjoyed. 
I  am  also  of  opinion,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  wall  was  Walters. 
not  completed  when  the  bill  was  filed,  and  when  the 
Plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  motion.  I  am  also  further 
of  opinion,  that  the  erection  in  question  does  mate- 
rially interfere  with  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  the 
windows  at  the  back  of  the  houses  of  the  Plaintiff.  It 
is  true  that  the  light  and  air  they  enjoyed  previously 
was  but  small,  but  I  am  satisfied  that  that  little  has 
been  seriously  diminished,  and  that  the  contention  of 
the  Defendant,  that  the  slight  throwing  back  of  the 
wall  at  right  angles  to  the  wall  complained  of,  whereby 
a  small  additional  lateral  light  is  admitted,  is  no  com- 
pensation for  the  additional  nine  feet  that  the  wall  com- 
plained of  has  been  raised. 

Taking  all  these  things  into  consideration,  it  would 
appear  to  me  by  no  means  improbable  that,  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause,  I  should  make  an  order  for  an 
injunction  in  a  mandatory  form,  which  would  have 
the  effect  of  causing  the  demolition  of  a  large  portion 
of  the  building  now  in  course  of  completion  ;  unless, 
indeed,  the  dictum  of  the  Court,  which  I  have  already 
referred  to,  should  be  settled  to  be,  that  in  such  cases 
compensation  alone  can  be  afforded.  I  state  this  view, 
in  order,  if  possible,  to  enable  the  parties,  if  they 
think  proper,  to  come  to  some  amicable  settlement  of 
this  matter.  But,  on  the  present  occasion,  I  shall 
merely  continue  the  Defendants'  undertaking,  which 
will  in  no  respect  prevent  their  going  on  to  complete  the 
building  internally;  but  I  think  it  my  duty  to  warn 
them,  that  they  will  not,  before  me  at  the  hearing  of 
this  case,  have  obtained  any  advantage  over  the  Plaintiff 

by 
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by  reason  of  their  having  so  done,  and  I  shall  make  the 
costs  of  this  motion  costs  in  the  cause. 


Note. — 7?he  following  are  some  of  the  modem  aatborides  on  tiie 
subject: — Cooper  v.  Hubbuck,  30  Bean,  160;  Cotching  v,  Batsett,  32 
Beav.  101  ;  Jacomb  v.  Knight,  32  X.  J.  (Chanc.)  601 ;  henberg  v. 
The  India  Houte  Company,  33  L.J.  {Chane.)  392 ;  Johmon  y.  Wyait, 
33  L.  J.  (Chanc.)  394;  Jackson  v.  I>uke  of  Newcastle,  33  L.  J. 
{Chanc.)  698;  Fa/et  v.  Jack,  35  X.  J.  (CVianr.)  539;  DurtU  y. 
Pritchard,  34  L.  J.  (Chanc.)  598,  and  35  L.  J.  (CAonc.)  223  ;  Lam- 
rence  v.  Austin,  34  L.  J.  ( CAanc.)  598 ;  Weatherley  v.  jRost,  1  Hem. 
Sc  M.  349;  C^Ace  t.  C/arifc,  35  L.  J.  (CAanc.)  151;  The  Curriers' 
Company  v.  Corbett,  13  L.  T.  154;  Stokes  v.  TAe  C»(y  Q^es  Com- 
pany, 13  L.  T.  81 ;  Smith  v.  Owen,  35  L.  J.  (CAonc.)  317;  Roison 
V.  R^Ai/^ingAom,  35  L.  J.  227;  Lyon  ▼.  DeUimore,  14  L.  T.  183; 
Dent  V.  Auction  Mart  Company,  2  L.  It^.  (JE^.)  338 ;  WM  x. 
Hunt,  12  Jtir.  (^^.  &)  558  ;  Waterlow  v.  Bacon,  12  Jur.  (N.S.)  614; 
Martin  v.  Headon,  12  Jiir.  387 ;  Calcraft  v.  Thompson,  ante,  p.  559; 
Top/m  V.  Jones,  11  H.  of  L.  Cos.  290;  Lanfranehi  v.  MacAmif, 
36L.J.  (aWinc)518. 


1866.  BENYON  r.  FITCH. 

Jme  1,  5.       

A  mortgage  of  nHHIS  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  a  mortgage  of  a 

fnSsS  reversionary  interest,  dated  the  26th  of  ^p-i/,  1862, 

in  the  same      ought  to  stand  only  as  a  security  for  the  money  actually 

side  imd  Oiere-  advanced  and  interest,  and  for  a  reconveyance  upon 

fore  to  8up|K)rt  payment  of  the  amount. 

the  transaction  '^  '^ 

the  mortgagee 

must  shew  that 

he  gave  full 

value. 

A  mortgage 
of  a  reversionary  interest,  depending  on  a  gentleman  dying  without  issue  male,  set  aside 
for  inadequacy  of  consideration,  i&ough  the  risk  was  such  as  not  to  be  soaceptible 
of  accurate  valuation. 

Loans  were  made  to  a  young  man  on  his  bills  at  exorbitant  interest,  and  when  they 
were  about  to  become  due,  he  mortgaged  his  reversionary  interest  to  secure  the  amoant 
and  a  further  advance.  The  mortgage  being  set  aside  for  inadequacy,  held  that  the. 
mortgagee  was  entitled  to  the  full  amount  of  the  bills  and  not  simply  to  the  money 
actually  advanced  on  them. 

On  setting  aside  the  sale  of  a  reversion  for  inadequacy  aAer  four  years,  the  par- 
diaser  is  not  entitled  to  any  allowance  for  the  risk  he  has  ran  in  the  meantime. 

On  setting  aside  the  purchase  of  a  revoaion  for  inadequacy,  the  deed  itaiida  as 
a  tceority  for  the  money  actually  due,  and  if  it  be  not  paid,  the  bill  stands  diamiaed, 
vhscfa  is  sqnivaknt  to  a  fbredosure. 


The  circumstances  were  these: — ^The  Plaintiff  was 

entitled, 
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entitledi  for  his  life,  in  remainder,  expectant  on  the 
death  of  David  Pugh^  and  in  default  of  male  issue  of 
David  Pughf  to  certain  real  and  personal  estate  pro- 
ducing an  income  of  about  4,000/.  a  year. 

In  October,  1861,  the  Plaintiff,  then  of  the  age  of 
twenty-six,  had  lately  quitted  Oxford  and  was  in  pecu« 
niary  difficulties.  He  applied  to  an  intimate  acquaint- 
ance to  assist  him  in  obtaining  money.  This  friend 
introduced  him  to  Collett  and  Colleti  introduced  him  to 
the  Defendants  Messrs.  Fiich. 

In  November,  1861,  the  Defendants  discounted  the 
Plaintiff's  bill  for  350/.  at  three  months,  and  they  re- 
tained 60/.  for  interest  and  BOl  nominally  for  costs. 

This  bill  became  due  in  February,  1862,  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  unable  to  pay  it ;  the  Defendants  thereupon 
renewed  it  for  three  months,  upon  the  Plaintiff's  giving 
an  additional  bill  for  150/.,  out  of  which  they  retained 
100/.  for  discount.  So  that,  as  between  these  parties, 
the  Plaintiff  received  only  300/.  in  respect  of  his  600/. 
bills;  in  addition  to  this  the  money  passed  through  the 
hands  of  CoUett  who  retained  a  large  sum  nominally  for 
bis  trouble. 

The  Plaintiff,  unable  to  pay  these  bills  and  requiring 
a  further  advance,  agreed  to  mortgage  his  reversionary 
interest  to  the  Plaintiff,  and,  by  an  indenture  dated  the 
26th  of  April,  1862,'  and  made  between  the  Plaintiff  of 
the  one  part,  and  the  Defendants  of  the  other  part,  the 
Plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  1,000/.  expressed  to  be  paid 
to  him  by  the  Defendants,  conveyed  to  them  the  free- 
hold and  personal  property  to  which  he  was  entitled  for 
life  expectant  on  the  death  of  David  Pugh  without  issue 
male,  subject  to  redemption  in  three  events,  viz.,  if  the 
Plaintiff  shMM  pay  the  Defendants  8,500/.  on  the  death 

of 
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l*r/:^  'r  LiT.i  Ptiji  :r  ^ocixoL  a«a:rc  lie  l*£  c/  Jfdj.  lSfi3, 

-^'^^^  y.ii  -Jiti  Derly.tia-:.^  ^-ilOlkl-  :c  siLdLisi.  ca  cc  heictt  the 

^'',;^'  iit  -  '  Jfiy,  l^A.  i:id  IzL  -iie  liT^daie  cc  2?«r{rf  Piyl, 

*:?-a*  paj  :?.*»  I>*r>r. carts  -S/XOt 

T!>c  PIi.--£  c:T»ca=^5d  wlii  the  Defa&duiU  abso- 
liZfcij,  ir:r:,  -sitL  rsfts^ice  ti  :2ic  ccndngeiicv,  ibat  he 
woa!d,  cii  the  dea^i  ct  IXirii  P-?ci  ^:q  case  the  Piaio- 
xiS  should  uoc  hare  pcLd  ±^  stioi  cf  2jOOQL  or  3,000/.  as 
theremhefore  proTided),  paj  to  the  Defecd^nts  8,500/. 

The  l/MH.  expressed  to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  was 
paid  as  foDowa  :~his  bilk  for  350/.  and  loO/L  were 
handed  back,  4702.  were  paid  and  30L  retained  for  costs, 
cf  which  10/.  were  afterwards  returned. 

At  the  ezecotion  of  the  mortgage,  the  Plaintiff  also 
accepted  another  bill  for  the  Defendants  for  350/., 
because  the  other  bill  was  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party, 
but  this  was  simply  for  the  accommodation  of  the  De- 
fendants. 

In  JDecember,  1864,  the  Plaintiff  offered  to  repay  the 
1,000/.  with  SI.  per  cent,  interest  and  costs  and  any  sums 
paid  for  insarance,  but  which  was  refused. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1865,  the  Plaintiff  instituted 
this  suit  for  the  purpose  above  stated. 

David  Puffh  was  still  living. 

Evidence  was  entered  into  as  to  value,  but  the  Court 
held  that  the  Defendants  had  failed  in  proving  that  they 
had  given  full  consideration  for  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  Southffate,  Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  RawUnson  for  the 

Plaintiff. 
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Plaintiff.  The  mortgagee  of  a  reversionary  interest  is  1866. 
bound  to  shew  that  he  has  given  full  value;  a  mortgage 
in  that  respect  is  a  sale  pro  tanto  of  the  reversion; 
Bromley  v.  Smith  (a).  Here,  the  Defendants  have 
totally  failed  in  proving  that  they  gave  full  value,  and 
the  obligation  to  pay  is  not  upon  the  happening  of  the 
contingency,  but  is  absolute  to  pay  on  the  death  of 
David  Pugh.  The  mortgage  being  set  aside,  the 
account  must  be  taken  from  the  beginning,  and  the 
exorbitant  charges  on  the  bills  disallowed,  as  was  done 
in  Croft  v.  Graham  (i).  They  also  referred  to  Totten-^ 
ham  V.  Emmet  (c). 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Coiterell,  for  the  Defendants, 
argued  that,  having  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tingency, viz.,  death  without  issue  male,  which,  even 
according  to  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses,  was  not  susceptible 
of  valuation,  the  full  value  had  been  given.  That  the 
bill  transactions  were  now,  since  the  abolition  of  the 
usury  laws,  perfectly  valid,  and  during  the  panic  the 
Bank  of  England  bad  advanced  money  at  10/.  per  cent. 
Consequently  the  full  amount  of  the  bills  must  be  allowed, 
even  if  the  mortgage  did  not  stand,  and  that  an  allow- 
ance ought  to  be  made  for  the  risk  and  peril  the  De- 
fendants had  run  of  losing  their  money,  by  the  happen- 
ing of  the  event  which  would  destroy  the  Plaintiff's 
interest.  They  cited  Perfect  v.  Lane  (d) ;  Headen  v. 
Ro8her(e);  Gowland  v.  Be  Faria(f);  Earl  Aid- 
borough  V.  Trye  (g) ;  Tynle  v.  Hodge  (A). 

Mr. 

(fl)  26  Beat.  644.  (e)  M'CUland  Sf  Younger,  p. 

(6)  2  De  G.,  J.  4  S.  155.  100. 

(f)  11  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  404,  and        {/)  17  Vet.  20. 
12  L  T.  (N.  S.)  838.  (g)  7  CI.  *  Fin.  436. 

(d)  30  Beav.  197,  and  3  De         (A)  2  Htm,  &  M,  287. 
G.,  F.  i  J.  369. 
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Mr*  Bouthffoie,  in  reply,  referred  to  Talbot  v.  Sfamt- 
farth{a) ;  Chestefield  v.  Janssen  {b) ;  Baker  y.  Bent  (c). 


June  5.  The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  mortgage  of  a  contingent 
reversionary  interest  to  secure  a  large  sum  of  money. 
The  law  upon  the  subject  is  clearly  settled.  It  is  clear 
that  a  mortgage  of  a  reversionary  interest  stands  in 
exactly  the  same  position  as  a  sale  of  a  reversionary 
interest,  and  that  if  it  is  complained  of,  the  burthen  lies 
upon  the  mortgagee  or  purchaser  to  prove  that  he  gave 
a  fair  and  proper  price  for  it.  It  is  also  established, 
that  the  modem  alteration  with  I'espect  to  the  usury 
laws  does  not  affect  this  question. 

The  nature  of  the  case  is  this : — ^in  April,  1862,  the 
Plaintiff  owed  the  Defendants  600/.  upon  bills.  They 
had  advanced  only  350Z.  upon  them,  but  still  that  was 
a  perfectly  legal  transaction,  and  500Z.  were  due  upon 
those  bills.  Upon  the  26th  of  April,  1862,  the  trans- 
action in  question  took  place.  The  bills  were  not  all  then 
due;  they  did  not  become  due  until  the  11th  of  May, 
1862.  The  Plaintiff  then  received,  nominally,  1,000/., 
and  he  secured  8,500/.  upon  the  reversionary  life  interest 
to  which  he  would  become  entitled,  if  his  uncle,  who  was 
then  fifty-six  and  had  not  married,  should  die  without 
male  issue.  The  income  of  the  property  was  a  little 
more  than  4,000/.  a  year.  In  that  state  of  the  case,  the 
Plaintiff  comes  to  set  this  transaction  aside,  and  there 

is 

(a)  1  John.  4-  H.  484.  (c)  1  Russ.  *  M.  224. 

(6)  1  Atk.  340. 
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b  this  peculiarity : — be  does  not  come  to  set  it  aside  1866. 
after  the  reversion  has  fallen  in,  and  after  be  has 
taken  the  chance  of  the  contrary  result  (which  is  what 
most  persons  do),  but  he  files  his  bill  on  the  6th  of 
Februaryj  1866,  to  set  aside  the  transactioD,  while  the 
risks  are  still  continuing  and  going  on.  The  Defen- 
dants, instead  of  acceding  to  this,  insist  that  they  are 
entitled  to  retain  the  bargain.  I  think  it  has  been  well 
observed  in  these  cases,  that  there  are  some  instances  in 
which  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  the  real  value  of  the 
reversionary  interest,  unless  it  is  sold  by  auction,  and  I 
think  that  this  is  one  of  those  cases. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  fail  in  proving 
that  they  gave  the  full  consideration,  and  I  doubt  whether 
It  would  have  been  possible  for  them  to  have  proved  it, 
for  the  nature  of  the  transaction  itself  is  such  as  to 
throw  great  difficulties  in  their  way.  They  have  ex- 
amined three  actuaries  on  the  subject,  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  what  ought  to  be  the  post  obit  sum  to  be  paid 
for  1,000/.  advanced.  One  of  them  says  it  should  be 
8,S57/.  and  another  8,264/.,  both  of  which  is  below  the 
sum  contracted  to  be  given  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  third 
(Mr.  JeUicoe)  states  that  it  ought  to  be  9,666/. ;  but  his 
mode  of  stating  it  takes  away  the  effect  of  his  evidence: 
it  is  this  : — he  considers  it  to  be  of  that  value,  provided 
the  policies  of  insurance  which  have  been  made  upon 
the  Plaintiff's  life  should  be  given  up  to  him  at  the  end 
of  that  period,  when,  of  course,  they  would  be  of  very 
considerable  value.  But  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the 
person  who  has  advanced  the  money  to  effect  any  policy 
of  insurance,  and,  as  far  as  I  understand,  no  policy 
whatever  has  been  effected,  and  I  assume  that,  if  any 
had  been,  evidence  would  have  been  given  to  that  effect. 
The  policy  would  be  to  this  effect : — a  policy  that  the 
Plaintiff  would  survive  his  uncle  for  a  sufficient  number 

of 
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1866.  of  years  to  repay  the  8,000Z.  together  with  interest  from 
the  death  of  the  uncle,  and  apparently  three  years  would 
have  been  amply  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

But  there  is  another  circumstance  in  this  case,  which 
tells  very  strongly  against  the  Defendants,  which  is  this: 
they  insist,  and  the  actuaries  appear  to  proceed  upon 
that  fact,  that  they  are  entitled  to  be  repaid  for  the  risk 
they  have  run,  and  though  the  risk  has  turned  out  to  be 
nothing,  that  they  are  entitled  to  be  paid  for  it.  For 
instance,  the  transactions  took  place  on  the  26th  of 
April,  1862,  and  the  offer  to  repay  them  was  made  in 
December,  1864;  therefore  there  were  two  years  and 
about  nine  months  during  which  they  have  run  the  risk, 
and  they  say  they  ought  to  be  repaid  for  the  risk  during 
that  time,  because  the  Plaintiff  might  have  died  during 
that  period,  and  that  they  ought  to  be  indemnified. 
Accordingly  that  seems  to  have  been  the  way  in  which 
the  actuaries  have  made  out  a  calculation  about  being 
redeemed  at  the  end  of  four  years. 

But  then  comes  this  transaction : — the  Plaintiff  was  to 
receive  back  all  his  bills  and  to  be  paid  the  balance 
of  the  1,000/.  He  was  paid  the  balance  of  the  1,000/., 
and  he  had  his  bills  refurned  to  him,  but  only  upon 
his  renewing  one  and  accepting  another  bill — a  bill  of 
360/. — for  which  he  ran  the  risk  up  to  the  14th  o(  May, 
1863.  He  therefore  ran  the  risk  for  about  a  year  upon 
this  bill,  that  is,  if  any  misfortune  had  happened  to  the 
Defendants,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  pay  that  bill  in 
the  hands  of  a  hon&fide  holder.  Now  that  again  makes 
a  very  serious  alteration  in  the  transaction,  because  it  is 
not  merely  the  giving  up  of  the  bills  and  the  payment  of 
the  1,000/.,  but  it  is  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the 
1,000/.  and  the  giving  up  of  the  bills  at  the  end  of  a 
year  and  eighteen  days,  provided  in  the  meantime,  the 

persons 
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peraons  wbo  baTe  got  the  porcbase-money  meet  with  no       1866. 
accident,  such  as  death,  bankruptcy  or  the  h'ke,  which 
would  make  them  unable  to  pay  the  bills. 


In  addition  to  this,  there  is  also  this  circumstance  in 
the  present  case : — in  most  of  these  cases,  as  far  as  I 
can  find  from  those  I  have  examined,  the  covenant  is 
to  pay  upon  the  contingency  occurring  ;  but  here  it  is 
absolute,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  shall  pay  the  8,600/. 
at  all  events.  I  doubt  whether  you  can  properly  take 
into  consideration  the  fact  of  whether  it  is  likely  that  the 
Plaintiff  would  or  would  not  be  able  to  pay  that  sum, 
if  the  contingency  did  not  fall  in ;  but  if  I  am  to  take 
that  into  consideration,  I  see  no  reason  to  shew  me  why 
he  should  not  be  able  to  pay  it. 

In  that  state  of  circumstances,  after  the  transaction 
had  taken  place  two  years  and  eight  months,  the  Plain- 
tiff offered  before  any  accident  occurred  to  repay  the 
IfiOOL,  which  was  more  than  he  had  received,  and  5/. 
per  cent.  That  offer  was  refused.  A  month  later,  he 
ofiers  to  repay  the  money  with  8/.  per  cent.,  and  also 
any  costs  that  may  reasonably  have  been  incurred  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  the  matter  right,  and  the  insur* 
ance  if  any.  That  also  is  refused.  I  think  the  De* 
fendants  were  ill  advised  not  to  accept  that  offer,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  that  is  more  than  they  were  entitled  to 
obtain. 

I  think,  after  considering  the  matter  very  fully,  that  I 
cannot  make  the  same  decree  as  was  made  in  one  or 
two  of  the  oases,  that  is  to  say,  to  take  an  account 
simply  of  what  was  the  amount  that  was  actually  paid. 
I  think  I  must  treat  the  sum  advanced  as  1,000/.,  and 
ibe  bills  for  500/.  as  good  and  bond  fide  bills,  having 
regard,  it  is  true,  to  the  very  large  discount  which  was 

Tpii.  XXXV — IV.  f  p  upon 
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TzctL  zhii-zL :  ias  tae  lepekl  of  the  nsonr  hws  makes 

I  izL  :c  ccciaiOy  ittsniix^  that  the  Defendants  are 
^rrx^igt^  to  fan*  ti^  U'XOL  with  SL  par  etml,  interest, 
wixi  .a  tie  nie  w23s:!i  the  Court  gires  on  siting 
£Siie  r-i2saet>::cas  cf  tlm  deacriplion ;  bnt  as  they  re- 
fisei  thus  ciKf  aod  a  fmach  larger  one  before  the  bill 
«-!:«  fij^i.  1^  =jde  i:  necessary  to  file  this  bill,  and 
kiT»  -c?  :»  partks  to  this  expense,  they  most  pay  the 
ec€^  c^'  lie  sih. 

If  ih&  amccnt  be  not  paid,  then  the  bill  will  be  dis- 
icssed.  and  the  Defendants  will  get  a  fbreelosore ;  it  is 
exictly  Ilkt  ^  bHI  to  redeem. 

Xon-^Sce  the  31  rac#.c.4. 


1565.  DOWN  r.  ELLIS. 

Tbe  Coot  win  npHE  Plaintifl;  Mrs.  Dawm^  married  in  1800.    The 
■^  *^-^L?*  marriage  was  an  unhappy  one,  and  in  1802,  and 

BT  ofa  immediately  after  the  birth  of  their  daughter,  she  and 
J^^^        her  hosband  ceased  to  lire  together. 

MOOCT, 

^^J^^  -  She  SDf^rted  herself  and  made  savings,  and  in  JaJh 
fluids  in  the  vary,  lS31j  she  invested  a  sum  of  200/.  in  the  funds  in 
SdwomM^'  the  name  of  her  daughter.  A  second  transaction  of  the 
was  claimed,  same  description  afterwards  took  place.  In  1832  the 
t  and  that  daughter  married  the  Rev.  TAomas  Owen,  and  the  stock 


of  herhusband,  ^^^  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  married  duuehter. 
by  her  mother,  ^ 

as  haring  boen  lo 

inrested  by  her 

while  separated  from  her  husband  in  her  danghter's  name.  The  only  erideoce  of  the 
tnist  was  the  affidavit  of  the  mother  and  proof  that  the  dividends  had  been  reeeircd 
by  her  with  the  aswnt  of  the  daughter  and  her  hosband.  TheCoort  ietf  tbedaimof 
the  mother  established. 
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In  1838  three  further  sums  were  invested  in  the  funds  in 
the  same  name.  Mr.  Down  died  in  1839^  the  daughter* 
Mrs.  Owen,  died  in  1860|  and  Mr*  Owen  died  in  1862. 
At  the  death  of  the  daughter  the  fund  consisted  of  600/. 
New  £3  per  Cent,  standing  in  the  daughter's  name. 

It  did  not  appear,  independently  of  the  PlaintifTs 
affidavit,  how  the  dividends  had  been  dealt  with  down 
to  1838,  but,  in  that  year,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Owen  executed 
a  power  of  attorney  enabling  John  Baker  to  receive  the 
dividends,  which  were  paid  over  to  the  Plaintiff  down 
to  the  year  1864. 

The  Defendant,  the  executor  of  Mr.  Owen,  who  was 
also  the  administrator  of  Mrs.  Oweuj  then  claimed  the 
6002.  stock  as  part  of  Mr.  Owen*8  personal  estate.  In 
consequence  of  this  claim,  the  Plaintiff  instituted  this 
suit,  praying  a  declaration  that  the  600/.  stock  belonged 
to  her  and  to  have  it  transferred  to  her.  She  stated  as 
follows  :— 

^'  The  Plaintiff,  while  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
acted  as  housekeeper  in  various  families  of  distinction, 
and  by  that  means  not  only  supported  herself  but  saved 
money.  These  savings  she  from  time  to  time  invested 
in  the  funds,  the  stock  being  purchased  in  the  name  of 
her  daughter,  Georgiana  Frances  Down,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent it  from  the  interference  of  the  Plaintiff's  husband. 
Qeorgiana  Frances  Down,  from  the  time  of  her  father's 
desertion  of  his  family  until  her  marriage,  supported 
herself  as  a  governess  and  even  saved  money  out  of  her 
earnings.  These  savings  she  invested  in  her  own  name, 
in  the  same  stocks  in  which  the  Plaintiff  invested  her 
savings,  so  that  the  aggregate  of  the  two  classes  of 
savings  made  one  fund.  The  agreement  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  her  daughter  was,  that  the  dividends  of  the 

whole 
pp2 
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whole  fond  should  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  dmrimg  tke 
joint  lives  of  the  Plaintiff  and  her  daughter,  and  that 
the  survivor  shmld  take  the  whole  capital.  This  was 
never  reduced  into  writing,  bat  was  distinctly  agreed 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  her  daughter ;  as  the  difference 
in  age  between  the  Plaintiff  and  her  daughter  was  some 
thirty  years,  the  chances  were  much  against  the  Plun- 
tiff^s  being  the  survivor.'' 

The  only  evidence  of  this  trust  was  the  affidavit  of  the 
Plaintiff,  which  however  was  cqrroborated  by  the  cir- 
cumstances of  her  receipt  of  the  dividends,  with  the 
assent  of  the  daughter  and  her  husband. 

The  Defendant  said  as  follows: — '4  find  no  mention 
amongst  the  papers  of  the  said  testator,  of  any  such 
arrangement  as  that  alleged  by  the  said  bill  to  have  been 
made  with  reference  to  the  said  sum  of  600/.  £3  per 
Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  nor  anything  to  shew  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  or  ever  had  any  interest  whatever  therein, 
and  I  am  wholly  ignorant  of  the  alleged  matters  upon 
which  the  Plaintiff  founds  her  claim  to  be  entitled  to 
the  Bank  Annuities."  He  insisted  on  the  Statute  o( 
Frauds,  there  being  no  trust  manifested  and  proved  by 
any  writing  signed  by  the  testator  and  his  wife. 

Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  Wichens  for  the  Plainti£ 

Mr.  Speedy  contri,  for  the  executor  of  the  husband. 
There  is  nothing  but  the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff  to  sup- 
port her  claim  to  these  funds  standing  in  the  name  of 
her  daughter.  There  is  no  independent  proof  that  the 
money  belonged  to  the  mother,  or  that  there  was  any 
such  agreement  as  that  stated  by  her.  The  Court  cannot 
act  on  such  evidence ;  Nunn  v.  Fabian  (a).    There  is 

no 

(a)  35  Law  J.  (Chanc.)  140, 
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no  evidence  of  any  declaration  of  the  daughter,  or  that 
she  did  not  receive  the  dividends  from  1831  to  1838. 

Secondly,  the  purchase  of  the  stock  by  a  parent  in  the 
name  of  the  child  was  an  advancement,  which  is  not 
rebutted  by  her  receipt  of  the  dividends;  Sidmouth 
V.  Sidmouth  (a);  Williams  v.  Williams  (fi);  Grey  v. 
Oretf(c). 

As  regards  200/.,  a  portion  of  this  fund,  it  is  admitted 
that  it  belonged  to  the  daughter. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  that  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  in 
favor  of  the  Plaintiff.  I  quite  assent  to  the  statement : — 
that  the  Court  cannot  act  on  the  unsupported  testimony 
of  a  person  in  his  own  favor.  Were  it  otherwise, 
in  the  course  of  the  administration  of  a  testator's 
estate  in  the  Court,  any  person  might  come  in  and  say 
the  testator  owed  me  1,000/.,  and  substantiate  it  by  his 
own  unsupported  oath.  It  never  is  my  practice  to 
allow  a  claim  upon  the  unsupported  testimony  of  the 
claimant  {d),  there  must  be  some  attendant  circum* 
stances,  or  some  facts  established  aliunde^  which  cor- 
roborate the  claim,  and  these  may  be  rebutted  by  the 
other  side. 

The  present  claim,  therefore,  is  to  be  established 
independently  of  the  testimony  of  the  Plaintiff.  The  facts 
are  these: — In  1831,  when  the  first  transaction  took 
place^  the  PlaintiflT,  a  married  woman,  who  had  been 

abandoned 


(a)  2  Beat.  456.  (d)  Oranl  v.  Grant,  34  Beav. 

lb)  32  Beuv.  370.  623. 

(r)  2  SwM.  594. 
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1866.  abandoned  by  her  husband  and  was  living  with  her  only 
daughter^  makes  an  investment  of  200/.  in  the  name  of 
her  daughter.  It  is  obvious  that  it  could  not  safely  be 
made  in  the  name  of  the  mother,  as  the  husband  might, 
in  that  case,  have  taken  the  money,  and  it  is  not  too 
much  to  assume  that  they  believed  that  he  would  have 
done  so.  The  only  protection  for  the  mother  was,  to 
invest  it  in  the  name  of  the  daughter.  A  second 
transaction  of  the  same  description  took  place,  and  the 
year  after  the  daughter  married.  Now  I  must  assume 
that  the  daughter's  husband  knew  that  these  sums  bad 
been  invested  in  his  wife's  name.  It  is  certain  that  he 
knew  it  six  years  after,  for  he  executed  a  power  of  at- 
torney to  enable  the  bankers  to  receive  the  dividends. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  proved  that  the  dividends 
were  received  by  the  Plaintiff  up  to  that  time^  but  this 
is  proved : — that  the  husband  of  the  daughter  did  not 
touch  any  money,  and  this  is  certain : — that  if  it  had  been 
his  wife's  money  he  might  have  taken  it.  All  this  is  in 
favor  of  the  statement  in  the  Plaintiff's  affidavit,  and 
it  is  not  probable  that  a  Welch  clergyman,  who  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  wealthy,  should  not  touch 
the  money,  if  really  his  wife's,  but  allow  it  to  remain 
in  his  wife's  name.  Six  years  afterwards,  and  in 
1838,  three  other  sums  were  invested  in  the  name  of 
the  clergyman's  wife,  and  there  is  distinct  evidence 
that  the  dividends  were  paid  to  the  mother,  because 
the  clergyman  and  his  wife  executed  a  power  of  attorney 
to  receive  the  dividends,  which  were  received  under  it 
from  1838  to  1862,  and  paid  to  the  mother  for  twenty- 
four  years.  All  the  investments  were  made  during 
the  life  of  the  Plaintiff's  husband  who  died  in  1839, 
and  while  there  was  therefore  an  obvious  motive  for 
investing  the  money  in  the  name  of  the  daughter.  If  it 
belonged  to  the  daughter,  why  did  not  her  husband  have 

it 
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it  transferred  into  his  own  name?  The  inference  is 
this : — that  he  considered  it  trust  money  invested  in  the 
name  of  his  wife.  The  daughter  died  in  I860,  and  he 
died  in  1862,  but  he  took  no  proceedings  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  fund,  and  he  allowed  the  dividends  to  be 
received  by  the  Plaintiff  during  his  life.  The  conclusion 
is,  that  he  considered  it  the  Plaintiff's  money.  The 
Plaintiff  is  now  ninety  years  of  age  and  it  was  reason- 
able to  expect  that  he  would  be  the  survivor. 


583 


1865. 


The  Plaintiff's  story  appears  truthful,  she  does  not 
say  that  all  the  600/.  was  her  money,  which  she  might 
have  said,  but  that  this  sum  arose  from  the  joint  savings, 
and  that  it  was  agreed  that  she  should  have  the  divi- 
dends for  life,  and  that  the  survivor  should  take  the 
principal  fund. 


I  think  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  case 
of  the  Plaintiff,  and  I  will  make  a  declaration  accord- 
ingly. 


a  ori^HTEY, 


3S25C5aj>  T.  BEDFORD. 

■|Tt±  saoir.  iv  s  vuL otai  n  ISoT,  derised  tnd 

A     '— '■   ■  ^-  i— i-w   capwhold  Slid  penonal 

BL  the  fiist  place,  by 
pcodaoey  or  by  sde  or 
of  SIT  put  Ibeieo^  or  by 
»  db^  sboeU  think  fit 
of  240L,  mud  to 
and  subject  thereto 
and  to  iofest  the 
prafiti  and   prodooe  of 
And  be  dcdarcd,  that  bis 
of  hia  real  and  penooal 
uder  nsvexnc  c&e  fipuarti  aforesaid)  opoo 
idsr  3m  vns  fii  i  ■  aiii  ^  to  sell  his  ficdiold,  copy- 
jinii  mii  '■— »a»«>»T^»  esBfio.    Aod  be  dedared  his  will  to 
annam  vbicb  Asmid  arise  bjor  from 
soca  sbe  jr  aies  aiizresaiii  ttuzmUie  ifcgfrf  io  he  part 


IT  ifif  stfranML  odfiOL.  aai  iboold  be  sobject  to  the 
itt  TBS  joiL      xtsQosmzns  msrapoazlsr  Bade  concmwng  ois  resiaiiary 


Ttsr^iiaiL  escios  z*^  azui  cut  his  trvslees  "  shonld  stuid 

TosBssseii  ^c  Moi  maexsxjed  in  all  his  said  re»diitry 

Ttsrscoal  escioe.  ami  dbe  ncoer  to  arise  from  the  sale  of 

lis  insL  esaas.  aai  ^e  sorptns  rents*  issues^  profits  and 

pn^anns  ci^ereof  reapectiirfy,  after  the  decease  of  his 

will;,  in  cmst  fcr  hs  two  sous  Jcim  Jama,  Bedford  and 

fTLi^flK  Bti^mi  aai  hs  dmigbter  Smaam  Mary"  abso* 

idtielT,  in  eqoal  shares  fts  tenants  in  common. 

The 

^he£neotixmiitQ£^tmdtaisdit^tmi6tdmnd  tint  tbe  prodiiee  *'sboiild 
be  ittaaed  to  ht  fart  oif  his  pcnonal  crt^t  sad  dkosU  ke  adNCCt  to  tlie  dispontioo" 
cfhiipa»uIc9UCe.wkBi^  he  scvcteUicUifoa.  fld<  UMt  the  radtjr  was  ooo- 
"^^  Fa»ai^r«dT  far  the  pamneaT  the  «il»aiid  dull  the  heir  of  the  tMliM 
tto  »  aoKh  «f  te  mt  citMe  »  hdlkpHi  hy  the  death  of  a  diad  in  the 
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The  testator  died   in    1868,   but  his  son    William       1866. 

Bedford  had  previously  died  a  bachelor.  ^^v-^/ 

Bedford 

V. 

Two  questions  arose ;  first,  whether  the  widow's  an-  Bedford. 
nuity  was  payable  rateably  out  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  one-third  share  of 
the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  which  lapsed  by  the  death 
of  William  Bedford  in  his  father's  lifetime,  was  to  be 
considered  as  real  or  personal  estate. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Palmer  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  Plaintiff 
(the  heir-at-^law),  argued  that  the  personal  estate  was 
the  primary  fund  to  resort  to  for  payment  of  the  widow's 
annuity,  and  they  distinguished  this  case  from  the 
others,  by  the  circumstance  that  the  power  of  sale  did 
not  arise  until  after  the  death  of  the  widow.  On  this 
point  Boughton  v.  Boughton  (a)  ;  Tench  v.  Cheese  (&), 
were  referred  to.  •  *  * 

Secondly,  that  though  the  testator  had  declared  that 
the  produce  of  his  real  estate  should  be  deemed  per- 
sonal estate,  still  that  this  conversion  was  limited  to  the 
purposes  and  for  the  persons  after  mentioned  in  regard 
to  the  real  estate,  and  that,  to  the  extent  that  those 
purposes  failed,  the  heir-at-law  was  entitled.  On  this 
point  Taylor  v.  Taylor  {c)\  Phillips  v.  Phillips  (d); 
Ackroydy.  Smithson{e);  Fitch  y.  Weber {f)\  Williams 
v.  Williams {g)f  were  cited. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Coitrell,  contra.  First,  there  is 
a  mixed  common  fund  provided  for  the  payment  of  the 
annuity,  and  it  is  therefore  payable  rateably  out  of  the 

real 

(fl)  1  //.  of  L.  Cas.  406.  (e)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  503. 

(6)  6  De  G.,  M.  *  G.  453.  (./ )  6  Hare,  145. 

(f)  3  De  G.,  M.  Sr  G.  190.  (g)  5  Law  J.  {Chanc.)  84. 
(d)  1  %/.  i  K.  G49. 
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Rfti  aad  pcESGoal  esate.  Secoodiy,  there  is  not  only  an 
arffoi'TT".*  zom^  of  wait,  hj  which  the  real  estate  is  coa- 
Tsrted  inzu  pgrscrahy,  bat  there  is  a  positive  declaration 
caa:  tne  prsdoce  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  shall  be 
ceeaed  port  oi  the  testator's  personal  estate.  There  is 
tbiTgirre  an  aheolide  cooTersioay  and  the  lapsed  share 
ct  the  ircehoids  ss  divisible  as  personalty  amongst  the 
oext  ce  fcxa  aad  the  leprcsentatives  of  the  widow. 


Mr.  €.  Bnmney  Mr.  IT.  Rmdaa  and  Mr.  Babington 
&:r  o€£Kr  Defieodants. 


Tltis  Mastck  cf  tie  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 
real  and  persoaal  estate  and  the  rents,  issnes^  profits 
and  pccdoce  thoeof,  respectivdy,  were  charged  with  and 
fbnacd  coe  common  fond  for  the  payment  of  the  an- 
naitT  of  240JL  to  the  testator's  widow.  Secoodlv.  that 
WUEam  BedfonTs  one-third  share  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  lapsed  by  his  death  in  the  testator's  liTetimey 
and,  so  far  as  the  same  consisted  of  real  estate,  devolred 
on  the  Plaintiff  as  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  and,  so  iiir 
as  the  same  consisted  o£  personal  estate,  devolfed  on 
the  testator's  widow  and  his  two  surviving  children,  bis 
next  of  kin. 
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WOOD  V.  WOOD, 

Feb,  28. 

npHE  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Under  a  gift 
-^    trustees,  in  trust,  as  to  his  residuary  personal  estate,  a^giftTby  sub- 

for  his  dau£:hter  Elizabeth  and  his  five  sons  by  name,  stituiion,  to 

.  .     their  children 

and  he  directed  the  trustees,  out  of  the  rents  of  his  in  the  event  of 

real  estate,  to  pay  an  annuity  to  his  widow  during  her  *"?'^  parents 
widowhood,  and  to  pay  and  divide  the  residue  of  the  rents  issue.    Ueld^ 
to  and  among  his  six  children.    And  after  the  decease  or  j^J®  children  ^ 

second  marriage  of  his  widow,  he  directed  a  sale  of  his  the  event  must 

h&nnen  nrior 
real  estate;  and  he  directed   that  his  trustees  should  to  the  period  of 

stand  possessed  of  the  moneys  to  arise  therefrom  "upon  ^"a"J^^^.°* 

trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  same  equally  amongst  his  directed  his 

said  children  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  should  Jl^^^^Jn  %^ 

die  leaving  issue,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  death  of  his 

the  issue  of  any  such  children  being  respectively  entitled,  produce  paid  to 

amongst  them,  to  such  share  only  as  their,  his  or  her  V"  "*  "  chiU 
, ,  ,  1  .  1    ,./.,..       .,  ^»^en  and  the 

parent  or  parents  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  Jivnig.    issue  of  such  of 

them  as  should 

"  Provided  nevertheless,  and  he  declared,  that  in  case  issue,"  equally, 

any  of  his  said  sons  or  his  said  daughter  should  die,  "  *^*®  *""®  ®^ 
•'  o  '  jiny  such 

either  in  his  lifetime  or  after  his  decease,  without  leaving  children 
any  child  or  children  him  or  her  surviving  who  should  j.^^||  e^^t^^e^ 
live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  and  in  amongst  them 
such  case  the  right,  share  and  interest  of  any  such  sons  only  as  their 
or  of  his  daughter  should  go  to  and  be  equally  divided  parents  would 
between  and  amongst  such  of  his  children  and  grand*  titled  to  if 
children  as  should  be  alive  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  ^iff^ntained 
the  person  last  entitled  to  such  share  or  interest  per  a  gift  over,  in 
stirpes  and  not  per  capita."  th^^hSe/ 

The  dying  in  the 
testator's  "  life- 
time or  after  his  decease"  without  leaving  a  child.     Held,  that  a  child  who  survived 
the  widow  became  absolutely  entitled,  and  that  her  children  took  nothing. 


C&aS  IS  CHAKCEET. 


^f66L 


"WmB^  TsB:  sssaanr^  -am^&cer,  EEzabedk^  married  after  bis 

TPTO :  ae  iuriC^igii  i&e  vidov  and  died  in  November, 


die  share  of  ££zaied  was, 
sad  bdooged  to  her  husband, 
9-  three  diildren. 

Xr.  BrtfifcHis  ix  the  Ptaiatifl^  a  son. 

3![r.  SjuiBr  fiv  the  other  sons  and  the  tnistees. 


Mr.  BrmiBtkk,  Sat  die  hosfaaDd  of  jEKzaielil,  argoed, 
t^at  t&B  w«s  an  ahsolaie  Tested  ph  to  the  six  children, 
sobjed  to  a  gift  U>  die  tssoe  bj  way  of  sobstitntion  if 
uiT  dtiLi  of  &e  testator  died  before  the  period  of  divi- 
sicoy  L  <r.  before  the  death  or  second  marriage  of  the 
widow. 


Mr.  ZhaaiMg  for  the  three  children  of  Elizdhetk 
This  is  not  a  gift  to  a  class  bot  to  persons  mominaiim, 
aad  in  sabstance  it  ts  a  gift  to  the  parents  for  life,  with 
refloainder  to  their  children ;  WUd^s  Case  (a) ;  Audslet/  v. 
Hormijb);  Panons  r.  Coke{c).  The  word  ''issue" 
most  be  construed  ''  children  ;**  SiMry  ▼.  Perry  (</) ;  and 
that  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  testator  is  shewn  botli 
bj  his  reference  to  their  ^  parents/'  and  also  by  the 
subsequent  use  of  the  word  ^  children''  in  the  proriso. 

The  children  can  only  take  in  one  of  three  ways, 

that 

(a)  6  Co.  Rep.  17.  (c)  4  Drew.  296. 

(6)  26  Ben.  195,  amd  I  De  (d)  7  Vet.  522. 

G.,  F.  Sf  J.  226. 
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that  is,  either  concoxrently,  by  substitution,  or  in  sue-  1866. 
cession.  They  cannot  take  concurrently  with  their 
parents,  for  they  are  to  take  the  whole  share  of  their 
respective  parents;  neither  can  they  take  by  way  of 
su  bstitution,  for  the  word  used  by  the  testator  is  **  and 
the  issue"  and  not  ''or  the  issue''  in  the  alternative. 
They  therefore  take  by  succession,  and  this  is  made 
more  clear  by  the  gift  to  them  if  their  parents  ''  should 
die  leaving  issue,"  which  dying  is  unlimited  and  cannot 
be  restricted  to  a  death  in  the  widow's  lifetime;  and 
besides,  the  proviso  is  express,  in  case  any  of  the  testator's 
children  ''  should  die  either  in  his  lifetime  or  after  his 
decease."  The  gift  in  case  of  death  without  issue  can- 
not be  limited,  so  neither  can  the  terms  of  the  gift  in 
case  of  death  leaving  issue ;  the  children,  therefore,  are 
entitled  on  the  deaths  of  their  parents,  whenever  that 
might  happen. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  clear  that  the  testator's  six^  children  took 
this  property  on  the  death  of  the  widow.  All  the  trusts 
arise  on  her  death  or  second  marriage,  upon  which 
event  the  property  is  to  be  sold  and  the  produce  divided. 

It  is  not  given  to  a  class,  but  to  the  testator's  six 
children  by  name,  and  to  the  issue  of  such  of  them 
as  shall  die  leaving  issue.  This  case  is  therefore  dis- 
tinguishable from  all  those  cited,  because  there  the 
children  take  something  during  their  mother's  life  and 
have  an  interest  vested  in  them,  but  here,  I  think,  the 
issue  take  nothing  except  in  the  event  of  the  parent 
dying  before  the  period  of  distribution.  The  testator 
obviously  means  this : — I  direct  the  produce  of  my  real 
estate,  which  is  to  be  sold  after  my  wife's  death  or 

second 
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seemtf  ^sifTTSse.  to  be  dhided  into  m  sbaret,  and 
i^izs.  :c  SET  i£s  c!b3ir«i  ss  sball  be  Kvmg  at  the  death 
zr  flBcrmi  wiftfs^e  of  an-  widow  shall  take  their  sixth 
ma^  z  tos  if  azr  be  then  dead  learing  iaane,  his  issue 
sisX  tike  ths  skare  which  his  parent  ''would  have 
^Lkfs  if  jrviB^r  On  the  words  of  the  gift,  taken 
LJ3DE.  i^-?«  riB  b&  no  qaestioo,  for  the  whde  thing 
s  IT  ^  aiau  mined,  and  die  sale  and  division  is  to  take 
TUBce  «<r  ihs  death  cr  seeond  marriage  of  the  widow. 
Tae  rexi  eseaie  s  !o  be  then  sold  and  the  produce  divided 
:!X:ir  sx  ^^tf!»  and  '*  paid  to  and  equally  divided"  amongst 
i.i<  sTx  cci^iien  if  then  living. 

Xr  qi^snra  arises  as  to  any  child  of  the  testator 
TCB5*cf:asci:^  ibe  widow,  and  therefore  the  fund  is  diri- 
&bk  33  sixihs  beiaeen  his  ax  children. 

Ibe  only  question  which  arises  upon  the  subsequent 
pforiso  is  diis: — ^whether  it  has  cut  down  the  plain 
£bsc^te  dft  to  the  six  diildren  to  an  estate  for  life. 

Unless  you  liout  the  effect  of  this  proviso  to  a  death 
before  the  period  of  distribution,  it  will  be  in  direct 
oj^xi^ition  to  the  prerioos  gift.  The  Court,  to  make 
the  vihc^Ie  of  this  will  consistent,  says,  that  this  proviso 
applies  to  the  event  previously  mentioned^  namely,  to 
the  perii>i  of  distribution,  in  which  case  no  conflict  will 
arise,  and  the  whole  will  have  a  distinct  and  consistent 
meaning. 

I  think  this  clause  provides  for  the  event  of  any  ooe 
of  his  six  children  dying  without  leaving  a  child  before 
the  period  of  distribution,  which  was  possible,  and,  in 
that  case,  his  share  is  given  to  ''  such  of  his  childrep 
and  grandchildren  as  should  be  alive  at  the  time  of  tbe 

death 
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death  of  the  person  last  entitled  to  such  share  or  interest 
f€r  stirpes,  and  not  per  capita." 

This  appears  to  be  a  distinct  and  intelligible  meaning, 
and  it  makes  the  whole  consistent. 

I  read  the  gift  to  the  children  as  taking  effect  in  case 
of  the  death  of  their  parents  before  the  period  of  distri** 
bution,  and  here,  the  fact  of  the  mother  dying  after  that 
period  and  before  payment  cannot  give  to  the  children 
a  right  to  that  to  which  their  mother  was  already 
entitled. 

I  must  declare  that  all  the  six  children  of  the  testator 
became  entitled  upon  their  surviving  their  mother. 


LLEWELLYN  v.  ROUS. 

Apr.  19,  24. 
T3Y  a  marriage  settlement,  dated  in  1 797,  certain  here-  Royaltiei  pay- 

•*^^    ditaments  were  settled  on  Capel  Hanhury  Leigh  cally^under ' 

for  life,  with  remainders  over.  leases  granted 

subsequent  to 
the  Apportion- 
The  settlement  contained  a  power  authorizing  Capel  ^^^^  Act 
ZTJIT.JL4  41  (1834)  by  a 

Hanbury  Leigh  to  grant  leases.  tenant  for  life 

under  a  power 

Capel  Banbury  Leigh  died  on  the  22nd  oi  November,  getrteS"  *" 

1 860.  After  his  death  a  question  arose,  between  his  repre-  prior  to  <liat 

sentatives  and  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder,  whether  apportionable. 

the  estate  of  Capel  Hanbury  Leigh  was  entitled  to  an  ,.  ^^®  Appor- 

^  ^        ^  tionmentAct 

apportioned  part  of  the  royalties  payable  upon  certain  (1834)  applies 

mining  leases  granted  by  him,  iii  pursuance  of  the  power  ewe  where  the 
contained  in  the  settlement  of  1797,  of  certain  portions  instrument 

of  the  estates  therein  comprised.  Hfrintfrest^is 

One  subsequent  to 
that  act,  and 
also  where  the  lease  is  subsequent  to  it. 
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1866.  One  of  such  leases  was  dated  the  26th  of  May^  18S7, 

and  one  half-year's  payment  of  royalties  accraed  due 
under  such  lease  on  the  25th  of  November,  1861. 
Another  of  such  leases  was  dated  the  5th  of  Mat/,  1838, 
and  a  quarterly  payment  of  royalties  accrued  due  there- 
under  on  the  29th  of  November,  1861.  The  third  of 
such  leases  was  dated  the  24th  of  November,  1846,  and 
a  quarterly  payment  of  royalties  accrued  due  thereunder 
on  the  29th  of  September,  1861.  The  fourth  of  such 
leases  was  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1861,  and  a  half- 
yearly  payment  of  royalties  accrued  due  thereunder  on 
the  29th  of  September,  1861. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  quarterly  or 
half-yearly  payments  of  the  royalties  which  accrued  due 
in  the  months  of  September  and  November,  1861,  under 
these  several  leases  were  not  apportionable,  and  that 
the  estate  of  Capel  Hanbury  Leigh  was  not  entitled  to 
any  portion  of  such  royalties. 

This  question  depended  upon  the  constrhction  of  the 
Apportionment  Act,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22  (a),  which  came 
into  operation  on  the  16th  of  t/ttn^i  1834. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Freeling,  Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr. 
Upton  argued  that  there  was  no  apportionment.  They 
cited  Re  Marhby{b) ;  Knight  v.  Boughton  (c) ;  Fletcher 
V.  Moore  id)  \  Plummer  v.  Whiteleg{e);  Loch  v.  Be 
Burgh  (/)  ;  Wardroper  v.  Cutfieldlg). 

Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  executors  of  Capel  Hanbiny 

Leigh,  argued  that  these  rents  were  apportionable.     He 

referred  to  the  cases  already  cited. 

Mr. 

(a)  See  2  Chilty^t  Slat,  {(ird         (</)  26  Law  J.  (Chanc.)  530. 
ti'u:^  1137.  (0  John,  585. 

(6)  4  Myl.  4  Cr.  484.  {f)  4  Dt  G.  4*  5.  470. 

(c)  UBem).  312.  {g)  10  Jur.  194. 
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Mr.  Jessel^  Mr.  Druce  and  Mr.  Hanson  for  other       1866. 

parties.  ^^*v-^^ 

Llewellyn 

V. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  in  reply,  cited  St.  Auhyn  v.  St.Auhyn  (a).        Rous. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  impossible  to  get  over  the  decided  cases,  for  Apr,  24. 
there  are  four  of  them  which  determine  that  this  is  a 
case  for  apportionment.  I  should  have  no  difficulty  in 
coming  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Vice-Chancellor  Wood^ 
that  the  act  applies  to  both  cases,  that  is,  both  where 
the  instrument  creating  the  interest  is  dated  aflter  the 
statute,  and  also  where  the  lease  which  gives  rise  to  the 
question  bears  date  subsequent  to  the  statute.  The  act 
bears  that  construction,  and  the  only  thing  against  it 
is  the  case  of  St.  Auhyn  v.  St.  Auhyn  (a),  which  de- 
termines, that  unless  the  payments  are  periodical,  the 
act  does  not  apply ;  and  it  is  inferred  from  this,  that 
if  you  bold  that  the  statute  applies  to  both  cases,  viz., 
where  the  instrument  creating  the  interest  and  where 
the  lease  is  after  the  act,  it  is  very  difficult  to  reconcile 
that  construction  with  holding  that  the  act  applies  to 
royalties,  the  payment  of  which  depends  on  the  quantity 
of  ores  raised.  On  that  I  express  no  opinion.  But  my 
opinion  is,  that  the  weight  of  argument  is  in  favor  of  the 
statute  applying  to  both  cases  rather  than  to  one  only. 
This  is  a  remedial  act,  intended  to  give  to  the  estate  of 
a  tenant  for  life,  who  might  die  before  the  rent  became 
due,  a  fair  proportion  of  it  down  to  his  death.  It  is, 
therefore,  to  be  construed  liberally,  and  I  adopt  the 
decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Wood^  and  the  other 
decisions  which  hold  that  the  act  applies  to  both  cases. 

(a)  1  Drew.  Sf  8m.  ^\\. 
V01E#.  XXXV— IV.  Q  9 
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Dec.  19,  22. 
A  testator  gave  IBBOTSON  V.  ELAM. 

his  real  and 
personal  estate  TN  January,  1860,  the  testator  William  F.  Ibbotsan 

tra8?to  convert  (^^^^  ^^®^  ^^  March,  1864),  executed  partnership 

and  invest,  and  articles,  whereby  he  and  his  mother  and  brother  agreed 

tbem  to  permit  that  the  prior  partnership  should  continue  in  force  for 

his  wife  to  re-   g^^  years,  even  though  any  of  them  should  die  before 

ceive,  "from  .      .  o  J 

his  death,  the    the  expiration  of  that  term.    The  articles  provided,  that, 

comrac'tually"  "  hefore  any  division  of  the  profits,  each  partner  should, 

produced  by  at  the  end  of  each  year,  be  duly  credited  with  interest  at 

perty,  howso-  the  rate  of  5  per  cent*  upon  the  amount  of  the  capital  he 

ever  consti-  ^j.  gj^g  possessed  in  the  business  at  the  beginning  of 

vested."    The  such  year."    The  fifth  article  provided,  that  "  the  pro- 

pwuierehip^  ""  fits  of  the  business  should  be  annually  divided,  in  equal 

the  accounts  of  proportions,  between  the  partners."     It  was  also  agreed, 

which°wer°  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  death  of  any  partner  before  the  expiration 

made  up  in  of  the  term,  the  time  to  be  given  for  the  payment  of  bis 

year,  and  he  capital  should  be  decided  by  arbitration,  and  that  the 

Tt^the^^^nd  of  S^^^'^^''  should  belong  to  the  survivors. 
each  year,  to 
he  credited  _^ 

with  interest         During  the  period  of  the  business  being  carried  on 

2J?  ^"  capital-   stock  was  taken,  and  a  statement  of  account  and  balance- 

i  be  testator 

liaving  died  in  sheet  were  made  out,  in  respect  of  the  business  of  the 

thaTthe  widow  ^^^^  shewing  the  interests  of  the  partners  respectively 

was  entitled  to  therein  up  to  the  1st  day  of  Jub/  in  each  year.    The 

profiu  of  the     1^^^  of  such  stock  takings  prior  to  the  death  of  William 

business  from    jr  Jbbotson  was  made  on  the  1st  day  of  July,  1863, 
the  preceding  ,        ,  J  if*  ' 

Juljf,  but  that    and  a  balance-sheet  was  then  drawn  out  which  was 

enUUedS    approved  of  by  all  the  partners. 

apportioned 
share  of  the  in- 
terest on  the         William  F.  IbboUon  died  on  the  26th  day  of  Marchf 

capiuUsfrom  1864,  having  made  his  will,  dated  1863,  whereby  he 

his  death.  gave 
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gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  executors  on  the       1865. 
following  trusts : — 

Upon  trusty  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my 
decease,  to  sell  my  real  and  leasehold  estates  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract,  and  to  sell,  convert  and  get 
in  my  residuaiy  personal  estate,  and  invest  the  produce 
conformably  to  the  clause  for  the  investment  of  monies 
hereinafter  contained.  '^  And  I  direct  that  my  trustees 
shall  (subject  to  any  advance  that  may  be  made  to  my/ 
children  pursuant  to  the  clause  in  that  behalf  hereinafter 
contained)  permit  my  wife,  she  continuing  my  widow, 
to  receive,  from  my  death,  the  net  annual  income  actually 
produced  by  my  trust  property  howsoever  constituted  or 
invested J^ 

The  testator  directed  '^  that  subject  to  the  preceding 
directions,  his  trustees  should  hold  his  trust  property  for 
the  use  of  his  children.'^  And  he  also  directed  that 
all  investments  of  money  thereinbefore  authorized  or 
directed  to  be  made  by  his  trustees  should  be  made  in 
their  names,  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds  or  in  govern- 
ment securities  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  upon  mort- 
gage or  real  or  leasehold  estates,  or  on  the  bonds, 
debenture  stock  or  preference  stock  of  any  railway, 
canal  or  other  company  in  England  incorporated  by  act 
of  parliament,  &c.  And  he  empowered  his  trustees, 
from  time  to  time,  to  vary  such  investments,  at  their 
discretion,  for  any  other  or  others  of  the  kinds  prescribed. 

The  testator  died,  as  before  stated,  in  March,  1864, 
and  he  left  his  widow  and  four  children. 

After  his  death,  the  partnership  was  continued  by  his 
surviving  partners  and  his  executor  on  the  footing  of 
the  articles. 

Q  Q  2  Stock 


Ibbotson 
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1865.  Stock  was  taken  in  the  business  and  a  general  annual 

statement  thereof  was  made  by  the  surviving  partners 
and  the  executor,  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  at  the 

Elau.  usual  yearly  time,  that  is,  up  to  the  end  of  June^  1864, 
and  a  final  stock  taking  was  made  on  the  31  st  of 
December,  1864,  up  to  which  time  a  balance-sheet  was 
prepared,  shewing  the  interests  of  the  surviving  partners 
and  of  the  executor  in  the  capital  and  profits  of  the 
business. 

All  the  accounts  between  the  surviving  partners  and 
the  executor  had  been  duly  adjusted  and  settled,  and 
from  such  accounts  it  appeared,  that  a  large  amount  was 
due  to  the  testator's  estate  for  his  share  of  the  profits  of 
the  business,  from  the  stock  taken  on  the  1st  of  July, 

1863,  to  the  stock  taking  on  the  1st  of  Ju/^,  1864,  and  also 
from  the  stock  taking  on  the  1st  of  July,  1864,  to  the 
Slst  of  December,  1864,  and  that  there  was  a  large 
amount  of  interest  due  to  the  testator's  estate  on  his 
capital  in  the  business. 

The  widow  insisted  that  she  was  entitled,  as  income 
of  the  testator's  residuary  estate,  to  the  whole  of  such 
profits  as  had  accrued  from  the  1st  ot  July,  1863,  to  the 
death  of  the  testator  on  the  26th  of  March,  1864,  and 
also  to  such  as  had  accrued  from  the  26th  of  March, 

1864,  to  the  1st  of  July,  1864,  and  also  to  such  as 
had  accrued  from  the  last-mentioned  day  to  the  Slst  of 
December,  1864. 

The  widow  also  insisted,  that  she  was  entitled  to  all 
the  interest  which  had  accrued  on  the  capital  of  the 
testator  in  the  business  during  the  same  periods. 

The  Defendants,  on  the  contrary,  insisted  that  the  whole 
of  the  profits  of  the  business  due  to  the  estate  of  the 

testator 
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testator  during  the  same  periods  were  to  be  considered 
as  corpus  of  his  estate,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  interest 
doe  on  his  capital  in  the  business  was  to  be  considered 
as  capital,  and  that  the  widow  was  only  entitled,  as 
income,  to  so  much  as  such  profits  and  interest  would 
have  produced  if  invested,  on  the  death  of  the  testator, 
in  the  £3  per  Cent.  Consols. 

To  determine  these  questions  a  case  was  submitted 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  questions  : 
1st.  Whether  the  widow  Mrs.  Ibbotson  was  entitled  to 
receive  the  whole  or  any  and  what  part  of  the  profits 
accrued  on  account  of  testator's  share  from  the  Ist  of 
Juli/f  1863,  up  to  the  26th  of  March,  1864,  and  from  the 
last-mentioned  day  up  to  the  1st  of  July,  1864,  and  from 
the  last-mentioned  day  up  to  the  3 Ist  of  December, 
1864,  or  how  the  executors  ought  to  apply  the  same 
sums  when  received  by  them.  2nd.  Whether  the  widow 
Mrs.  Ibbotson  was  entitled  to  receive  the  whole  or  any 
and  what  part  of  the  interest  accrued  due  on  the  share 
of  the  testator  between  the  same  respective  periods,  or 
how  the  executors  of  the  testator  ought  to  apply  the 
same  when  received  by  them. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Marten  for  the  widow.  Under 
the  terms  of  the  will*  the  widow  is  entitled  to  'Hhe  net 
annual  Income  produced  by  the  trust  property  however 
constituted  or  invested."  This  carries  the  whole  profits 
from  the  1st  of  July,  1863,  to  the  31st  of  December, 
1864,  and  also  the  interest  on  the  capital  from  the 
same  period. 

There  can  be  no  apportionment  of  the  profits  of  a 
trade,  they  can  only  be  ascertained  after  taking  all  the 

accounts. 
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1865.  accounts^  and  after  determining  how  much  it  is  pradent  to 
divide.  After  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  accounts  must 
be  taken  and  the  profits  ascertained  in  the  same  way  and 
at  the  same  time  as  had  previously  been  done,  namely 
in  July  in  each  year.  The  state  of  those  accounts  must 
constantly  vary  during  the  course  of  each  current  year; 
and  the  actual  profits  of  the  year  might  all  have  been 
made  subsequent  to  the  death  of  testator,  or  before  that 
event.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  to  ascertain  what 
were  the  profits  either  before  or  after  the  26th  of  Marchf 
1864,  without  taking  the  whole  of  the  partnership  ac- 
counts up  to  that  period,  which  is  precluded  by  the  ar- 
rangements between  the  partners.  The  income  from  the 
partnership  could  only  be  ascertained  in  July;  until  that 
time  it  did  not  exist,  and  the  whole  therefore  belongs  to 
the  widow,  as  in  the  case  of  the  public  funds,  where  the 
tenant  for  life  would  take  the  whole  half-yearly  dividends 
if  the  testator  died  the  day  before  they  became  due  and 
if  the  Apportionment  Act  (4  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  22)  did  not 

apply- 


Secondly,  as  to  the  interest  on  the  capital,  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  general  rule  is,  that  interest  accrues 
de  die  in  diem  ;  but  here  the  rule  is  controlled  by  the 
terms  of  the  articles.  They  provide  that,  before  the 
division  of  the  profits,  each  partner  shall,  at  the  end  of 
each  year,  be  credited  with  interest;  therefore  It  does 
not  accrue  from  time  to  time,  but  at  the  end  of  each 
year  when  credit  is  to  be  given  in  the  accounts. 

They  cited  Bates  v.  Mackinley  (a) ;    Maclaren  v. 
Stainton  (&);  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth  (c). 

Mr. 

(a)  31  Bean.  280.  (c)  7  Vet.  137. 

(6)  8  De  G.,  F.  *  J.  202. 


Ibbotson 

V. 
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Mr.  Hohhouse  and  M.  T.  TerreU  for  the  Defendants.  1865. 
The  widow  is  only  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  testator's 
''  trust  property/'  and  every  asset  became^  at  his  deatb^ 
trust  property  and  as  if  the  partnership  had  been  wound  E^^**- 
up  on  that  day.  The  testator^  in  the  first  place,  directs 
positively  that  his  property  shall  be  converted  and  in- 
vested as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease, 
and  this  direction  governs  the  subsequent  trust  in  favor  of 
the  widow.  The  testator,  in  the  gift  to  his  widow,  is 
dealing  with  the  converted  invested  property  as  his 
"trust  property";  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth  {a);  Mor- 
gan V.  Morganijb),  It  is  argued  that  there  was  no 
ascertainment  of  the  profits  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  that  therefore  none  existed ;  but  the  cases  cited  re- 
lated to  public  companies,  and  there  is  a  marked  distinc- 
tion between  public  companies  and  a  private  partnership. 
Some  profits  must  have  been  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  which  now  form  part  of  the  corpus  of  his 
estate.  The  difficulty  in  ascertaining  them  cannot  affect 
the  construction  of  the  will,  or  alter  the  rights  of  the 
parties;  the  Court  in  many  cases  of  difficulty,  strikes 
the  average.  If  it  were  the  case  of  an  individual  who  had 
been  accustomed  to  make  up  his  books  at  fixed  periods, 
and  then  to  ascertain  the  yearly  profits  of  his  business, 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  profits  down  to  the  day 
of  his  death  would  constitute  corpus^  and  not  income ; 
if  so,  the  existence  of  a  partnership  cannot  alter  the 
construction  of  the  will. 

As  to  the  interest,  the  rule  is  admitted,  and  the  mere 
fact  of  its  being  credited  or  paid  at  the  end  of  the  year 
cannot  alter  the  rule,  for  such  is  usually  the  case.  But 
this  and  the  other  point  are  governed  by  the  decision  of 
Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Johnston  v.  Moore{c). 

Mr. 

(fl)  7  VtB,  187.  (c)  27  Law  J.  {Chanc.)  453. 

(6)  13  Beav.  441. 
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Mr.  Selwyn  in  reply.  The  testator  must  have  been 
cognizant  tbat^  by  the  partnership  articles,  the  capital 
was  to  be  retained  after  his  death.  The  case  of  Johi' 
slon  V.  Moore,  though  adverse  to  the  widow  on  the 
question  of  interest,  is  in  her  favor  as  to  the  profits. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

t>ec.  22.  The  testator,  in  this  case,  was  engaged  in  partnership 

with  his  mother  and  brother,  and,  by  the  terms  of  the 
partnership  articles,  the  profits  were  to  be  ascertained 
and  divided  in  July  in  each  year,  and  in  every  event 
the  capital  was  to  remain  in  the  business  until  December, 
1864.  the  testator  died  on  the  26th  of  March,  1864,  and 
the  first  question  is,  whether  the  widow  is  entitled  to  all 
the  profits  of  the  business  made  subsequent  to  July, 
1863,  or  whether  something  in  the  nature  of  an  appor- 
tionment of  the  profits  is  to  be  made,  or  the  amount  of 
profits  down  to  the  death  of  the  testator  in  some  way 
ascertained. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  whole  interest  of 
the  capital  of  the  testator  from  the  last  yearly  settlement 
belongs  to  the  widow,  or  whether  a  rest  is  to  be  made  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  interest  from  that  time 
only  given  to  the  widow.  These  questions  depend  in 
some  measure  on  the  articles  and  in  some*  measure  on 
the  will  taken  in  connexion  with  them. 

The  first  argument  is,  that  the  clause  for  investment 
precedes  the  bequest  to  the  widow ;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  cannot  be  so,  because  his  wife  is  to  receive  the  net 
annual  income  actually  produced  "  from  my  death/' 
and  her  right  accrues  on  the  moment  of  his  death.  That 
being  so,  the  question  arises,  whether  an  apportionment 

or 
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or  rest  can  be  made  on  the  death  of  the  testator  in  order  1865. 
to  give  her  those  profits  only  which  accrued  after  the 
testator's  death  and  down  to  July^  1864.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  no  such  apportionment  can  be  made,  and 
that  she  is  entitled  to  all  the  profits  made  since  the  1st 
of  July  in  the  last  preceding  year.  In  the  first  place, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  that  by  the  partnership  articles  all 
the  profits  are  to  be  ascertained  on  the  Ist  of  July^  and 
the  business  has  been  carried  on  upon  that  principle 
and  the  value  of  the  stock  taken  at  that  time.  But  the 
value  of  the  stock  and  the  amount  of  the  profits  might 
be  materially  altered  if  taken  at  any  other  time.  The 
testator  died  in  Marck^  and  it  might  occur  that  various 
sums  due  to  the  concern,  and  which  were  then  considered 
good  debts,  might  before  July  turn  out  bad,  or  the  oppo- 
site might  happen  and  supposed  bad  debts  might,  in  the 
interval,  become  good.  Again,  they  might  have  a  large 
stock  in  trade,  which,  from  accidental  circumstances, 
either  political  or  domestic,  might  be  seriously  depreciated 
in  the  value  in  the  interval.  But  the  value  was  to  be  fixed 
in  t/tf/y,  and  if  fixed  in  March  it  might  be  and  would 
probably  be  very  difierent  from  that  on  the  1st  of  July. 
If  I  held  the  widow  entitled  to  the  profits  only  from 
the  testator's  death,  I  should  either  decide,  that  the 
testator's  estate  was  entitled  to  some  share  of  the  profits 
in  March,  1864,  which,  in  one  event,  might  be  consider* 
ably  more  than  one-third  of  the  profits  realized  prior  to 
July,  in  which  case  the  testator's  estate  would  be  taking 
more  than  it  was  entitled  to,  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
which  might  be  much  less  than  the  actual  profits,  and 
the  testator's  estate  would  then  take  less  than  it  was 
entitled  to. 

It  is  obvious  that,  if  the  matter  is  to  be  determined 
according  to  the  partnership  articles,  the  profits  could 

not 
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not  be  ascertained  aniil  July^  and,  until  that  time,  it 
cannot  be  ascertained  what  profits  have  accrued. 

I  think  the  profits  must  be  treated  as  at  the  time 
when  they  were  ascertained,  and  that  the  profits  from 
Julj/f  1863|  is  part  of  the  income  to  which  the  widow  is 
entitled  under  the  words  of  the  will. 

t  have  come  to  an  opposite  conclusion  on  the  question 
of  interest.  The  testator's  capital  was  fixed,  and  the 
amount  ascertained  on  the  1st  of  Juh/y  1863,  and  the 
testator  was  entitled  to  interest  on  that  sum  at  5  per 
cent.  It  is  obvious  that  the  interest  accrued  de  die  in 
diem,  and  was  an  ascertained  amount :  it  did  not  depend 
on  whether  the  profits  were  large  or  small,  or  on  the 
debts  or  stock  being  ascertained.  The  amount  of  in- 
terest due  at  his  death  belongs  to  his  estate,  and  the 
widow  is  only  entitled  to  the  interest  which  accrued 
subsequent  to  the  death  of  the  testator. 

.  I  concur  in  Johnston  v.  Moore  (a)  before  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  Wood.  The  case  is  a  little  obscure  as  to  the  pro- 
fits, but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  decision  depended  on 
the  instruments  themselves. 

I  must,  therefore,  declare  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
the  whole  of  the  profits  from  the  1st  of  July,  1863,  but 
only  to  interest  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 

(fl)  27  Imw  J.  (Chanc.)  453. 
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BOSTOCK  r.  FLOYER, 

Nov.  21. 

IN  1833  a  sum  of  money  was  placed  by  Lord  H.  in  A  trustee  em- 
the  hands  of  Mr.  Wilmoi,  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiff  SSo1n"?St 
Mrs.  Bostoch  ;  but  no  instrument  appears  to  have  been  tnwt  money, 
executed  defining  the  trusts,  or  regulating  the  investment  who  was      ' 

of  the  money.  steward  of  the 

^  manor,  sent  to 

the  trustee 

The  sum  of  400Z.,  part  of  the  trust  money,  was  in-  ^aVS^ JoU 

vested  by  Mr.  Wilmoty  and  it  was  repaid  in  1853.     Mr.  surrender  of 

Wilmot  thereupon  employed  a  Mr,  Conyers,  a  solicitor  geiSfre^thetrost 

in  Yorkshire  of  large  practice  and  high  repute,  holding  money,  but 

the  office  of  coroner  and  several  other  high  county  the  trust 

offices,  to  procure  another  investment  for  the  400/.  money;  the 

'       *^  pretended  sur- 

render had 

Conyers  obtained  possession  of  the  400/.  and  repre-  ^^^^,^)j^^d^' 
sented  that  he  had  laid  it  out  on  the  mortgage  of  a  that  the  trustee 
copyhold  property  belonging  to  one  John  Patrick  Ste-  ^^^^  g^^^  ^jj^ 
pkeMOfif  and  he  forwarded  to  Mr.  Wilmot  a  parcel  of  low- 
deeds  which  were  found  amongst  Mr.  Wilmofs  docu- 
ments after  his  decease.    The  statement  in  the  answer 
of  his  executor,  in  regard  to  this,  was  as  follows  :  — 

Amongst  the  testator*s  papers  was  found  a  parcel  of 
deeds,  wrapped  up  in  brown  paper,  and  containing  the 
following  endorsement,  that  is  to  say : — "  Mortgage  of 
copyhold  lands  at  Thearne,  in  the  county  of  York, 
belonging  to  Mr.  J.  P.  Stephenson  for  securing  400/. 
and  interest,  dated  7th  January,  1863."  This  endorse- 
ment was  in  the  handwriting  of  Conyers.  This  parcel  con* 
tained,  first,  a  grant  of  tithes,  dated  10th  December,  1812, 
from  Sir  James  Oraham  and  others  to  Mr.  John  Stephen-- 
son  and  his  trustees;  secondly,  a  deed  of  covenant, 
dated  the  2drd  day  of  August,  1813,  entered  into  by  one 

Robert 
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186Su  Robert  Ramsey  with  ooe  John  Stephenson,  oq  the  ac- 
of  the  purchase  by  John  Stephenson  from  Robert 
Rdxa^sey  of  Fish  Hole  Close,  containing  fiye  acres,  and 
a  dose  of  arable  land  in  Theame,  North  Qtrr,  containiog 
four  acres  one  rood  and  sixteen  perches  (being  copyhold 
of  the  manor  of  Beverley  Water  Toums) ;  thirdly,  a  copy 
i^ned  by  Comyers,  as  steward  of  the  manor  ot  Beverley 
Water  Towns,  of  the  admittance  on  the  20th  May,  1840, 
at  John  Patrick  Siepiemson,  as  only  son  and  beir-at-Iaw 
of  John  Stephenson,  to  the  said  closes;  and  fourthly,  a 
copy  of  snnender^  dated  20th  April,  1853,  duly  stamped 
mod  s^ed  by  Comyers,  as  such  steward,  whereby  John 
Pktriek  Stephentom  surrendered  to  the  use  of  Richard 
Gak  Wilmot,  his  heirs  and  as»gns,  the  said  two  closes, 
sulyect  to  a  conditioQ  for  making  void  the  said  surrender 
OQ  payment  by  John  Patrick  Stephenson,  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecators  or  administrmtots  nnto  Richard  Coke  Wilmot, 
his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  sum  of 
4(Klf«  and  interest  on  the  7th  day  of  July  next  ensuing 
the  date  of  the  said  sonender. 


Interest  w«s  dnhr  paid  by  Comyers  to  Wilmot  and  by 
h»  to  dK  Plaintiff  from  1853  down  to  WUmofs  death  in 
l^^S^s  and  dK  interest  continued  to  be  paid  by  WUmofs 
txecmtxs  or  Comyers  from  1856  down  to  July,  1863. 

Im  Amnfcr,  ld63»  Canyers  died,  and  in  the  following 
5y>ar  v^^^^  it  was  discoTered  that  the  allied  mortgage 
£\MKi  J.  P.  Sifphernvm  to  Mr.  WUmoi  was  a  mere  fiction, 
i)miI  ;W  copy  sutender  to  WUwM  had  been  signed  by 
Onqrvrk  the  steward  of  the  manor,  but  that  no  sacb 
<owwAef  ever  existed.  It  fvrther  appeared,  that  the 
r«Cf<ftT  iMd  been  sold  by  J.  P.  Siephenson  to  Conyert 
m  I$d6. and  thilltt  had  aaortgaged  it  to  third  parties. 

Vwlar  IImm  ciic— ilanrw,  Mrs.  Boaiock  institoted 

this 
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this  suit  in  1 864^  to  make  Floyer^  the  executor  of  WUmot,       1865. 
liable  for  the  400/,  and  interest.  '^v-'^ 

BOSTOCK 

«. 
The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  said  that  Conyers  was      Floter. 

a  solicitor  in  good  repute,  and,  according  to  his  reputa- 
tion and  standing  in  his  own  neighbourhood  and  in 
every  way,  fit  to  be  intrusted  by  Wilmot  in  the  laying 
out  of  the  sum  of  400Z.  The  Defendant  submitted 
that  no  vigilance  on  the  part  of  Wilmot^  short  of  his 
employing  a  second  solicitor  to  investigate  the  validity 
of  the  security  effected  by  Conyers  and  to  check  his 
acts,  could  have  led  to  the  detection  of  the  fraud 
practised  by  Conyers;  that  Wilmot  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  guilty  of  any  breach  of  duty  as 
trustee,  and  that  the  loss  (if  any),  which  might  result 
from  the  fraud  of  Conyers^  must  fall  on  the  cestui  que 
trust. 

Mr.  Hobhouse  and  Mr,  W.  W.  Cooper  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

Mr.  Haynes  for  the  Defendant.  The  question  raised 
by  this  bill  really  is,  whether  a  trustee  is  an  insurer  of 
the  trust  property  against  every  possible  loss,  and  an- 
swerable for  the  fraudulent  and  criminal  acts  of  every 
person  he  necessarily  employs  in  relation  to  the  trust 
property.  Here  the  loss  is  like  that  arising  from  a  vis 
major  or  by  a  robbery,  and  for  which,  it  has  always 
been  held,  a  trustee  is  not  liable ;  Jones  v.  Lewis  (a). 
A  trustee  is  only  bound  to  take  the  same  care  of  the 
trust  property  as  a  prudent  man  would  of  his  own; 
Lewin  on  Trustees  (6).  Here  the  trustee  employed,  in 
the  ordinary  way,  a  respectable  solicitor  to  invest  the 
money,  and  he  can  no  more  be  bound  by  his  fraud  than 
he  would  in  the  case  of  a  loss  by  the  insolvency  of  a 

banker, 
(a)  2  Ve$.  fen.  241.  (&)  Foge  224  (4M  edit.) 
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banker.  A  master  is  liable  for  the  negligeDce  of  hk 
servant  in  the  performance  of  his  ordinary  doty,  but  not 
for  his  wilful  trespass;  UPManus  v.  Crickett(a).  A 
trustee  indemnity  clause  is  to  be  assumed  under  the 
statute  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  31.  He  also  referred  to 
Ellice  V.  RoupelUb). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  liability  of  this  trustee  is 
fixed  by  the  ordinary  doctrine  of  this  Court. 

Here  is  a  gentleman  who  accepts  the  office  of  trustee 
and  receives  400/.,  he  gives  it  to  his  solicitor  to  invest, 
the  solicitor  puts  the  money  into  his  own  pocket  and 
never  invests  it  at  all.  It  is  the  ordinary  case  of  a  trus- 
tee who  is  liable  for  the  default  of  his  solicitor.  Mr. 
Haynes  thinks  that  there  is  some  difference,  because  a 
surrender  of  copyholds  is  forged  by  a  solicitor,  who  was 
the  steward  of  the  manor,  and  who  writes  a  regular  sur- 
render of  copyholds  belonging  to  an  existing  person  and 
sends  it  to  the  trustee  as  evidence  that  he  had  invested 
the  money;  but  he  was  acting  as  solicitor  for  the  trustee 
and  was  his  agent.  There  is  no  receipt  for  the  pur- 
chase-money,  and,  on  searching  the  rolls,  it  is  found 
that  the  whole  thing  is  a  fiction.  RoupelVs  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  present,  for  there  the  forgery  was 
not  that  of  the  mortgagee's  solicitor.  Here  a  man 
employs  an  agent  who  cheats  him ;  the  loss  must  fall  on 
the  trustee  and  not  on  the  cestui  que  trust  who  never 
employed  him. 

I  think  the  loss  must  fall  on  Wilmot^  who  selected  this 
gentleman,  and  did  not  take  the  precaution  he  might 
have  taken  to  see  whether  the  mortgage  had  been  made 
or  not. 

(a)  1  Ea$t,  lOG.  (6)  32  Bcav.  299,  308,  318. 
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KERMODE  V.  MACDONALD. 

re6.14,15,19. 
npHE  testatrix,  by  her  will  dated  in  1832,  devised  A  testatrix,  i>y 
^      unto  her  two  sisters  Maria  Macdonald  and  Sophia  q^aTbed  both 
Anderson  certain  real  estate  in  Wales^  "  subject  to  the  general  and 
charges   and    incumbrances    thereinafter    mentioned/'  cies,  and  she 
She  subsequently  proceeded  as  follows : — I  give  and  ^»lied^l^a^  in 
bequeath  to  Mary  Ann  Judith  Griffith  the  interest,  sonal  estate 
profits  or  produce  of  the  sum  of  three  hundred  pounds,  ciTn^tfor'the 
British,  or  thereabouts,  invested  by  me  in  the  General  paymentof  her 
Steam  Navigation  Company^  London^  and  also  the  in-  the  deficiency 

terest  of  two  hundred  pounds,  British,  for  and  during  «houldbemade 
^  .  °  up  out  of  her 

her  natural  life;  and  upon  her  decease  I  will  and  desire  real  estate.  By 

that  the  said  principal  sum  of  five  hundred  pounds  be  Lv^e^"  iil^nT 
equally  divided   amongst  the  children  of  Mary  Ann  personal  estate 

Judith  Griffith.  ^dl  that  ' 

J.  C.  M.  took 
The  testatrix  also  gave  some  legacies  and  annuities,  the  whole  per- 

and   in  a  subsequent  part  of  her  will,  she  said : —  discharged  of 

Also  I  will  and  ordain  that,  in  case  of  my  personal  t^e legacies; 
_  .  _         ,  -     t      ®"^  secondly, 

estate    provmg   msufficient   for    the  payment  of   the  that  the  ge- 

several  annuities  and  legacies  hereinbefore  mentioned,  gi^fj-e^^ned 

that  then  such  deficiency  shall  be  made  up  from  and  charged  on  the 

out  of  my  said  real  estates  in  Wales,  by  sale  or  mort-  that  tlie  specific 

gage,  as  may  be  deemed  most  advantageous  to  the  in-  legacies  did 

_-  .         _  It. 11  1    "®^  ^^^  there- 

terests  of  the  parties  who  may  then  be  entitled  to  such  fore  failed. 

estates.    And  she  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  her 

personal  estate,  not  thereinbefore  given  and  disposed  of, 

to  her  two  sisters  Sage  and  Ann,  whom  she  appointed 

executrixes. 

Many  years  afterwards  (1868)  the  testatrix  made  a 
codicil  to  her  will  in  the  following  terms : — 

''This  is  a  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament  bear- 
ing 
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ing  date  the  28th  day  of  JiiZy,  1832,  and  I  direct  that  it 
may  be  taken  as  part  thereof.  I  giFe,  devise  and  be- 
queath unto  Annie  Comahan  Mdcdanald  all  my  per^ 
Macdomald.  sonal  Mate;  and  I  hereby  appoint  Annie  Camahan 
Macdonald  sole  executrix  of  this  codicil  to  my  wilL'' 

The  testatrix  died  m  1859. 

Two  questions  arose — first,  whether  the  codicil  gave 
the  whole  personal  estate  to  Annie  Cosnahan  Macdonald^ 
or  gave  her  merely  the  residue  after  payment  of  the  an- 
nuities and  legacies ;  secondly,  whether,  in  the  event  of 
Annie  Cosnahan  Macdonald  being  held  entitled  to  the 
whole  personal  estate,  the  annuities  and  legacies  given 
by  the  will  still  remained  a  charge  on  the  real  estates  in 
Wales. 

Mr.  BaggaUay  and  Mr.  Aiken^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
argued  that  the  legacies  and  annuities  given  by  the  will 
had  not  been  revoked  by  the  codicil.  That  the  gift  in 
the  will  being  clear,  it  required  equally  clear  expressions 
in  the  codicil  to  destroy  it ;  Doe  v.  Hicks  (a) ;  Robertson 
v.  Powell  (b) ;  Cleoburey  v.  Beckett  (c) ;  and  that  there 
were  none  here.  Secondly,  that,  at  all  events,  the 
legacies  and  annuities  remained  charged  on  the  real 
estate ;  Buckeridge  v.  Ingram  (d)^  where,  by  a  will  duly 
attested,  an  annuity  was  bequeathed  charged  upon  the 
real  in  aid  of  the  personal  estate,  and  by  an  unattested 
codicil,  which  was  therefore  inoperative  as  to  the  real 
estate,  the  realty  and  personalty  was  given  to  A.  J?., 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  codicil  released  the  personal, 
but  not  the  real,  estate  from  the  annuity. 

Mr. 

(a)  8  Bing.  476.  (c)  14  Beao.  583. 

(6)  33  Law  J.  {Exch.)  34.  (d)  2  Fei.  jtm:  651. 
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Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  Annie  Cosnahan  Macdonald,  argued  1866. 
that  by  the  gift  of  ''  all  my  personal  estate/'  the  whole 
passed  unaffected  by  the  legacies  and  annuities  which 
were  revoked.  Secondly,  that  the  legacies  and  an-  Macdonald. 
nuities,  if  not  revoked,  were  not  charged  on  the  real 
estate ;  they  being  only  so  charged  in  case  the  testatrix's 
personal  estate  should  prove  insufficient  for  their  pay- 
ment, an  event  which  had  not  occurred,  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testatrix  being  amply  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  though  otherwise  disposed  of. 

Mr.  Jessel  and  Mr.  Bevir,  for  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  real  estate,  argued  that  the  legacies  were  revoked ; 
that  the  primary  fund  having  been  taken  away,  the 
secondary  charge,  which  arose  only  upon  a  deficiency 
of  personalty,  failed  also.  They  cited  Brudenell  v. 
Boughton  (a) ;  Sheddon  v.  Goodrich  (i). 

Mr.  Atken^  in  reply,  referred  to  Ashbumer  v.  Mac- 
ffuire  (c) ;  Le  Orice  v.  Finch  (d). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil  is  to      Feb.  19. 
pass  the  whole  of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate.    When 
she  says  I  give  "  all  my  personal  estate,"  I  cannot  say 
that  that  is  less.     If  so,  it  means  "  all  my  personal 
estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever." 

Having  come  to  that  conclusion  upon  the  codicil,  I 
refer  to  the  will  to  see  what  is  the  effect  of  that  codicil 
upon  the  will.  In  the  first  place,  I  think  that  the  gift 
of  300/.  British  invested  by  her  in  the  General  Steam 

Navigation 
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fa)  2  Aik.  268.  (e)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  108. 

\b)  8  r«.481.  (d)  3  Mer.  50, 
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im  c&^m  a  chasceet. 

gift,  and  that  it  inetDs 

had  m  Ihe  Ge»end 

f.    It  BBot  a  legacy  of  300/. 

fiHHi,  vhich  wooU  make 

t  tt  k  die  300JL  which  has 

: :  aod  diefeibre  though  I 

lie  had  in  the  GcMeral 

wity,  jrt  I  am  of  opinion  that 

:2us  T3S  X  Mwi'iii?  3exKT  of  those  aharcs,  attomiog 

iiesx  11  ':»  azmjevoac  adcsc  '3Q0L    Bat  I  am  of  opinioD 

inir  :iie  rniiizL  Jos  .^^csed  of  diose  shares  by  the  gift 

z£  liL  11&  -BsassTK^  pesscoal  estate,  which  carries  the 

:sicn-c?  «r   ±2K  iomfe  grft*  and  consequently  it  is 

uesixei  or  :7r^k^{  ij  Ai  ibcoosislency  of  the  sab- 


?iic  :i2t«  ioer  iwaeR  of  50Qf.  British  is  a  general 

^(^V^-  imi  :3s:  rues  a  qwesdoa  of  mndi  greater  diffi- 

.rml^.     r  3qkk5  itemir  salaled,  that  the  codicil  gires  the 

«:xu»e  it  rie  Ttsaoml  ealaibe :  bat  then  there  k  a  di- 

TKSiza  uuc  Tz  .ase  e<  tdie  penooal  estate  proring  in- 

suSciBic  XX  ritf  TiLTaKBC  cf  the  seTeral  annuities  and 

j:^?ac»Sw  surl  .nsmdeaocT  s  to  be  made  np  oot  of  her 

?9iL  4SBUK  3L  ^xuRS  br  ^olie  or  mortgage.    The  mle  in 

case^  A^'rLi^  iescr^cua  »  ihk : — ^yoa  are  to  disturb  the 

^^nrtxiil  -m'Sl  i&  jjuje  xs  po«hIe ;  and  here  it  is  to  be 

v'^ts^.-^rftf^  Uiic  uif  comril  ncc  only  republishes  the  will, 

)ac  ^STctsstsiT  rsdsrs  tj  it  as  being  her  **  last  will  and 

)tKCSi3t«9tc.'^     I  imi  k  dkerefcre  extremely  di£ScuIt  to  say 

:^ii&  :^i!;^niie  tabs  w  interest  at  alL    It  was  argued 

tkifi  Uie  piscwma!  ritmi^  cat  of  which  the  legacy  was  to 

^  pwi^  ^«»Q$  tLbm  away,  the  l^acy  itself  failed.    1 

a^i^^^  th«  ac^OMftC  wMre  the  legacy  is  specific,  because 

itiK^WKMxsibLr^  of  a  tisstatrix  gires  300/.  to  be  paid  oat 

cf  her  ^^ftMEat  Aliitrwhini  Cam^mwg^s  shares,  or  gires  her 

slt^ns  CI  the  5ta»  Aar^wtioa  Compamy,  to  A.,  and 

afterwards 
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afterwards  by  codicil  gives  those  very  shares  to  another  1866. 
person  directly,  or  by  general  words  which  include  ^^n-^^ 
them,  then  the  legacy  is  revoked ;  and  the  fact  of  ^^^^^ 
charging  legacies  on  the  real  estate  cannot  apply  to  a  Macdonald, 
specific  legacy  or  revive  a  legacy  which  no  longer 
exists.  A  gid  of  plate  or  anything  specific  is  revoked 
by  reason  of  the  specific  chattel  being  given,  to  another 
person ;  but  this  does  not  apply  to  a  pecuniary  legacy. 
Here  is  a  legacy  of  a  sum  of  200/.,  which  the  testa- 
trix says,  in  case  her  personal  estate  be  insufficient, 
shall  be  paid  out  of  her  real  estate.  What  do  the 
devisees  of  the  real  estate  take  ?  They  take  the  real 
estate  subject  to  the  charges  and  incumbrances  after 
mentioned,  that  is,  subject  to  such  a  charge  of  so  much 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  payment  of  this  legacy,  the 
personal  estate  being  insufficient.  Suppose  the  per- 
sonal estate  had  become  insufficient  by  an  act  of  the 
testatrix  herself  in  her  lifetime,  would  that  have 
made  any  difference  ?  Or  suppose  the  whole  of  her 
personal  estate  consisted  of  certain  specific  personal 
chattels,  and  that  she  had  disposed  of  all  of  them  by 
her  codicil,  would  that  have  destroyed  this  legacy  ?  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  would  not ;  nor  does  the  fact  of 
her  disposing  of  the  whole  of  her  personal  estate  do 
more ;  it  makes  it  quite  clear  that  the  personal  estate  is 
insufficient  to  pay  the  legacy,  and  then  I  think  that  the 
trust  affecting  the  real  estate  in  favor  of  the  legatee 
remains.  Suppose  the  testatrix  had  said,  I  give  200/. 
to  be  paid  out  of  my  £3  per  Cent.  Consols,  and  in  case 
the  £3  per  Cent.  Consols  shall  be  deficient,  I  direct  it 
to  be  paid  out  of  my  bank  stock,  and  that  she  after- 
wards sold  out  all  the  Consols  in  her  lifetime,  would 
that  prevent  it  being  charged  on  her  bank  stock  ?  I  ap- 
prehend not.  So  also  if  she  leaves  real  estate,  and  says 
if  the  personal  estate  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  a  legacy, 

R  R  2  then 
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1866.  then  it  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  real  estate.  I  see  no 
distinction  between  those  two  classes  of  cases.  Sup- 
posing she  had  said,  I  desire  the  200/.  to  be  paid  out 
Macdonald.  Qf  nay  Consols,  and  if  the  Consols  are  insufficient  fur 
that  purpose,  then  I  desire  it  to  be  a  charge  on  my 
''  Welsh  estate  :*'  then  if  she  sold  out  the  whole  of  the 
Consols  during  her  lifetime,  or  gave  the  whole  of  them 
by  a  codicil  to  A»  B,^  does  that  destroy  the  legacy  she 
has  given  ?  She  has  increased  the  charge  on  the  other 
fund  ;  but  that,  in  my  opinioUi  is  the  whole  of  what  she 
has  done. 

I  am  prepared,  therefore,  to  make  a  declaration  that 
the  effect  of  the  codicil  is,  to  give  the  whole  of  the  per- 
sonal estate ;  that  with  respect  to  all  specific  legacies, 
they  are  all  revoked  by  the  inconsistent  disposition  of 
the  property  in  the  codicil ;  but  that,  with  respect  to 
the  pecuniary  legacies,  they  are  all  charged  upon  the 
real  estate,  and  must  be  paid  out  of  it,  the  personal 
estate  having  proved  insufficient. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


I 


BRANFORD  r.  HOWARD. 

Jan.  26,  27. 

N   I860  the  Plaintiff  became   a    member  of  the  By  a  rule  of  a 

Knottingley  Equitable  Marine  Assurance  Society ^  ^^ce  society, 

which  was  established  for  mutually  insuring  the  mem-  the  insured  was 

bers  of  the  society   from  losses  happening  to  their  notice  to  uie 

vessels.    This  society  had  been  established  in   1846,  ^»»'«cto"o^  . 
•^  any  change  of 

under  certain  rules,  the  57th  and  63rd  of  which  were  as  the  captain  of 

follows: — That  in  every  case  in  which  any  notice,  by  jn'casrof de- ' 

these  presents  is  directed  to  be  given  or  sent  to  the  fault,  the 

members,  or  any  of  them,  the  same  shall  be  given  to^e  liable  for 

by  letter,  and  that  the  same  shall  be  cither  left  at  the  anysubsequent 

/  loss.     By  an- 

member  s  place  of  abode  or  forwarded  through  the  post-  other  rule,  no- 

oflSce,  and  shall  be  considered  to  have  been  given  on  berggent*by ' 
the  day  it  "  was  left  at  his  usual  place  of  residence  or  post  were  to  be 
committed  to  the  post-oflSce,  although  the  same  may  though  not  ac- 
not  actually  reach  or  be  received  by  the  said  party,  tually received. 
A     1     „  .  ,  ,,  1   .        ,  1         .      i/tW,  that  the 

And  all  notices  or  letters  addressed  by  the  members  to  directors  of  the 

the  president,  vice-president,  treasurer  or  secretary  re-  J^°gJ^{J^r^^" 

lating  to  the  affairs  of  this  society  shall  be  considered  as  within  the 

addressed  to  tlie  directors,  unless  the  subject-matter  tilata  m>Uce'of 

therein  contained  shall  lead  to  a  contrary  conclusion."      a  change  of 

captain  sent  to 
them  by  post 

The  63rd  was  as  follows :— That  "  when  the  owner  or  ^^^  vf^*  ^ 

though  not 

owners  of  any  vessel  assured  by  this  society  shall  have  actually  re- 
occasion  to  change  the  captain,  he  or  they  shall  submit  ^^^^  ^ 
the  name  of  the  person,  so  appointed  or  about  to  be 
appointed  to  the  command  of  the  said  vessel,  to  the 
directors  for  their  approbation ;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
owners'  neglect  or  refusal  so  to  do,  or  if  the  newly- 
appointed  captain  shall  not  be  approved  by  the  directors, 
then,  in  either  of  these  cases,  the  society  shall  not,  after 

the 
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the  first  two  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  sach 
appointment,  be  liable  to  contribute  to  or  make  good 
any  loss  or  damage  which  the  said  vessel  may  sustain 
Howard,  during  the  further  time  the  said  captain  shall  continue 
to  command  the  said  vessel/' 

The  Plaintiff  insured  his  vessel  called  the  Qmeord  in 
the  society  for  71/. 

This  vessel  was  lost  in  February,  1864,  and  the  Plain- 
tiff thereupon  claimed  to  be  paid  the  amount  of  his  in- 
surance out  of  the  funds  of  the  society ;  but  this  claim 
being  resisted  by  the  officers  of  the  society,  the  Plaintiff 
instituted  this  suit  against  the  president  and  other  officers 
of  the  society,  to  recover  payment.  The  principal  defence 
set  up  was,  that  in  September,  1863,  the  Plaintiff  had 
changed  the  captain  of  his  vessel,  who  had  continued  to 
command  her  down  to  the  time  when  she  was  wrecked ; 
but  that  the  name  of  the  new  captain  had  not  been 
submitted  by  the  Plaintiff  or  any  one  on  his  behalf  to 
the  directors  for  their  approval,  and  that  the  directors 
had  not  approved  of  his  appointment.  That  the  change 
had  not  been  in  any  way  notified  by  the  Plain- 
tiff to  them  or  to  the  society,  and  that,  until  afler  the 
"  Concord"  was  wrecked,  neither  the  society  nor  the 
directors  knew  of  that  change. 

The  Plaintiff  however  proved,  that  in  September,  1863, 
notice  of  the  appointment  of  the  new  captain  had  been 
notified  to  the  directors  by  a  letter  written  by  the  Plain- 
tiff's wife  (he  being  able  to  write  but  imperfectly),  on  his 
behalf,  addressed  to  the  secretary  of  the  society  at  Knot" 
tingley,  which  letter  had  been  committed  to  the  post- 
office  at  Wells,  where  the  Plaintiff  resided,  by  the  Plain- 
tiff's wife.  The  Court,  however,  considered,  that  it  had 
been  proved  that  this  letter  bad  not  been  received. 

The 
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Tiie  PlaintifF  also  proved,  that  on  the  6th  April,  1864, 
the  secretary  applied  to  him  for  payment  of  a  call  of 
42.  5s.  6d.,  for  losses  on  other  vessels  insured  in  the 
club.  This  application  stated,  that  unless  the  amount 
claimed  was  paid  within  two  months,  the  society  would 
not  be  liable  for  any  loss  which  the  Plaintiff's  vessels 
might  sustain. 

Mr.  Batten  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Williams  for  the  Defendants. 


T/te  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  proved  that  notice  was      Jan.  27. 
sent  of  the  change  of  the  captain,  but  that  it  is  also 
proved  that  the  letter  was  not  received.    The  question 
is,  whether  this  was  a  compliance  with  the  rules  of  the 
society. 

The  meaning  of  the  63rd  rule  is,  that  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  person  who  has  insured  a  vessel  to  give  notice  to 
the  directors  when  he  changes  the  captain,  and  that  if 
he  fail  to  do  so,  the  society  is,  for  two  months  only,  to 
be  liable  for  any  subsequent  loss  of  the  vessel.  It  is  not 
incumbent  on  the  directors  to  take  any  steps  or  to  say 
that  they  have  received  information  of  the  change;  but 
if  they  disapprove  of  the  person  appointed  captain  they 
must  give  notice  of  their  disapproval  to  the  owner  of  the 
vessel.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  letter  was  written  to 
the  secretary,  and  the  question  is,  if  that  is  a  sufficient 
notice  to  the  directors,  for  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
63rd  rule  means  ihit  the  owner  shall  give  notice,  and 
submit,  either  in  writing  or  otherwise,  the  name  of  the 
person  appointed  to  command  his  vessel.    The  67th 

rule 
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nile  proTides,  that  in  every  case  in  which  notice  is  di- 
rected bj  the  niles  to  be  given  or  sent  to  the  members 
or  anv  of  them,  it  is  to  be  done  in  a  particular  mode, 
and  I  think  this  case  comes  within  those  words.  The 
63rd  rale  requires  the  owner  to  submit  the  name  of  the 
person  appointed  captain  to  the  directors  for  their  ap- 
probation, and  I  am  of  opinion  that  thev  are  members 
of  the  society  within  the  meaning  of  the  57th  rule,  and 
that  when  a  captain  is  changed,  the  information  which 
is  to  be  conveyed  of  the  change  is  a  notice  to  be  given 
to  one  or  more  of  the  members  of  the  society,  and  that 
a  letter  sent  to  his  "  osaal  place  of  residence"  is  to  be 
folly  effective  for  all  purposes  for  which  such  notice  is 
required  to  be  given,  if  it  is  so  sent.  This  rule  also 
provides,  that  the  notice  shall  be  complete,  although  the 
same  may  not  actually  reach  or  be  received  by  the  said 
party,  and  that  notice  to  the  officers  shall  be  considered 
as  addressed  to  the  directors.  This  proves  that  the  rule 
applies  to  the  president  as  well  as  to  the  other  members. 
It  also  provides,  that  all  notices  to  the  president,  trea- 
surer or  secretary  shall  be  considered  as  addressed  to 
the  directors. 


1  cannot  control  the  words  of  the  57th  clause ;  they 
apply  to  all  notices  to  be  given  to  the  members,  or  any 
of  them,  whether  they  be  given  to  the  vice-president, 
treasurer  or  secretary  or  other  member  of  the  society. 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  it  is  established  that, 
under  the  67th  rule  of  the  society,  notice  was  given  to 
the  directors,  through  the  secretary,  of  the  change  of 
the  captain. 


The  other  point  is,  that  after  the  notice  in  September, 
1863  and  after  the  claim  had  been 'made  for  compensa- 
tion for  the  loss  of  the  vessel,  the  directors,  in  April, 
1864,  called  upon  the  Plaintiff  to  contribute  for  the  loss 

of 
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of  other  ships,  to  which  he  was^Iiable  to  contribute  as 
one  of  the  co-insurers  of  the  company.  I  cannot  make 
out  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  any  other  vessel  insured 
in  the  society,  but  if  he  had  not,  it  was  clearly  a  waiver 
on  the  part  of  the  directors  of  any  default  committed  by 
the  Plaintiff. 

I  must  make  a  decree  for  the  Plaintiff  with  costs. 


MACKENZIE  v.  BRADBURY.  ises. 

June  15. 
npHE  testatrix,  by  will  dated  the  2nd  February,  1869,  By  her  will  the 
gave  a  legacy  of  1,000/.  to  John  Henry  Mackenzie,  ]000l!^  ^^^ 
"  in  trust  for  such  of  the  children  or  child  of  my  niece,  amongst  the 
Mary  Bradbury,  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  „iece.    By  a 
years,  and  the  children  of  any  or  either  of  her  children  ^if '?!{.'J®i!^' 

who  shall  have  died  under  that  age.''  had,  hy  her 

will,  given 
l,000/.toF.B. 
The  will  contained  a  power  of  maintenance  and  a  (a  son  of  her 

power  of  advancement  not  exceeding  half  of  a  child's  declared°hat  ^ 

expectant  or  presumptive  or  vested  share.  *1>®  ■®j^  legacy 

^  '  ^  should  not  be 

payable  until 

On  the  1st  of  March,  1860,  the  testatrix  made  a  ^^fnty-one, 
'  '  with  power  oi 

codicil  to  her  will  in  these  terms : — "  Whereas,  by  my  maintenance. 

will  or  a  codicil  thereto,  I  have  bequeathed  to  Francis,  erroneous^rc-^ 
the  son  of  my  late  husband's  niece,  Mary  Bradbury,  cital  consti- 
the  sum  of  1,000/.  payable  as  therein  mentioned :  Now  and  that  F.  B. 
I  hereby  declare  that  the  said  legacy  shall  not  be  pay-  JJ^  ?"'y  ®°*** 
able  until  the  said  Francis  Bradbury  shall  attain  the  of  the  1,000/. 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  with  power  to  the  trustees 
or  executors  of  my  will  to  pay  or  apply  the  interest  or 
income  thereof  in  or  towards  his  maintenance  or  educa- 
tion, in  such  manner  as  they  shall,  in  their  discretion, 
think  best." 

The 
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The  testatrix  died  in  June,  1861. 

At  the  date  of  the  will  {February,  1859)  Franm 
O.  Bradbury  was  the  only  child  of  Mary  Bradbury; 
but  before  the  date  of  the  codicil  {March,  1860) 
another  child  was  born,  who  died  in  April,  I860,  aod 
two  children  were  born  after  the  testatrix's  death. 

Francis  O.  Bradbury  claimed,  under  the  codicil,  to 
be  entitled,  by  implication,  to  an  absolute  legacy  of 
1,000/.  in  addition  to  his  share  in  the  1,000/.  given  by 
the  will. 

Mr.  W.  P.  Dickins  for  the  Plaintiff  the  trustee. 

Mr.  Sehoyn  and  Mr.  Kehewich  for  Francis  Bradbury. 
The  recital  that  the  testator  had  by  his  will  or  codicil 
bequeathed  1,000Z.  to  jPraitc£5  amounts  to  a  gift;  "for 
if  a  testator  unequivocally  refer  to  a  disposition  as  made 
in  that  his  will,  which  in  fact  he  has  not  made,  the 
intention  to  make  such  a  disposition,  at  all  events,  will 
be  considered  as  sufficiently  indicated;"  Jarman  <m 
Wills  {a).  In  Adams  v.  Adams  {b),  Sir  James  Wigram 
says,  "  Where  a  testator,  in  one  part  of  his  will,  has 
recited  that  he  has  given  a  legacy  to  a  certain  person, 
but  it  has  not  appeared  that  any  such  legacy  was  given, 
the  Court  has  taken  the  recital  as  conclusive  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  give  by  the  will,  and  fastening  upon  it, 
has  given  to  the  erroneous  recital  the  effect  of  an  actual 
gift." 

In  addition  the  testatrix  has  directed  this  1,000/.  to  be 
paid  ;  this  of  itself  constitutes  a  gift  of  it. 

Mr.  Souihgaie  and  Mr.  Rodwell  for  the  residuary 

l^atees. 

(o)  If/  €d.  ck.  xvii.  (6)  1  UarCt  540. 


Mackeniie 
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legatees.    This  is  simply  a  mistake  of  the  testatrix  to       1865. 
which  efiect  cannot  be  given.    The  rule  as  laid  down  in 
Re  AfTiold's  Estate  (a)  is  this : ''  if  the  testator,  in  the  co- 
dicil, recites  that  by  his  will  he  has  made  a  devise  or    Bradbury. 
bequest  which  does  not  there  appear,  then  the  codicil 
does  not,  by  such  recital,  create  that  bequest  or  devise." 
This  case  differs  from  those  referred  to  by  the  other  side, 
where  the  recital  was  of  something  in  the  same  instru- 
ment.   The  rule  is  clearly  pointed  out  by  Sir  William 
Grant  in  Smith  v.  Fitzgerald  {b).    He  says, ''  If,  in  the 
preceding  part,  there  was  nothing  that  could  in  any  way 
answer  the  description  of  what  he  here  says  he  had 
willed  to  them,  there  would  then  be  room  for  the  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine,  that  a  declaration  by  a  testator 
that  he  had  given  something  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  give  it,  and  amounts  to  a  gift;  but  the 
question  here  is,  whether  he  did  not  mean  to  describe, 
however  inaccurately,  that  which  he  had  before  actually 
given."    He  afterwards  adds, ''  Without  denying  that  the 
recital  of  a  gift  as  antecedently  made  may  amount  to  a 
gift,  the  Court  ought  to  see,  very  clearly,  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  will  to  which  the  recital  can  refer,  be- 
fore it  is  turned  into  a  distinct  bequest;  otherwise  an 
inaccurate  testator  may  be  held  to  make  a  second 
bequest  when  he  has  only  made  an  incorrect  reference 
to  the  first" 

Here  there  is  something  to  answer  the  legacy  described, 
bot  it  IB  described  inaccurately,  and  the  description  con- 
atitiiles  no  gift. 

Mr.  Wichens  for  the  other  children  of  Mary  Bradbury. 

Mr*  Selwyn  in  reply. 

TAe 
(a)  33  Beav.  171.  (6)  3  Vet.  ^  B.  8. 


^21  L&EIIS  IS  CHAKC£aT. 

-^^  Tfe  y^fmt  ^'  zif  EoixB. 

'^^""  I  am  Dnne  cor,  iman  gcnenl  priDciples,  that  an 
Tg  .m-T^  g=ra»fnag  tstobI  xnr  &  wamxar  in  a  codicil  that  he  has, 
15  xm  wtL.  pvsr  £  Icsbct  to  A,  JS.,  when  he  has  not 
itiBi*  sr^  ^lijKmb  nr  ^sacr  at  alL  There  are  some  dicta 
JL  -iJM:  *grier  rass  adodi  kiok  Eke  it,  and  it  is  discussed 
m  £*aiaema£  t.  Pfiasa  v* -:  bat  in  that  case  Lord  Udon 
Ofsncffif  zjos:  X.  niggg  eToneiOBS  recital  that  there  was 
X.  iri£  iL  a  Tnir  -vil  caeated  bo  gift,  and  I  know  of  no 
££9e  -vid:^  :m*t!r;:ug?  tis&l  case.  I  am  satisfied  that 
Ainmf  t.  AMxattf  7  did  not  do  so,  and  that  it  was 
:3e  assscajiL  nf  Vjr«4I%aBceIlor  W^am,  who  decided 
tsc  ease.  1.^  afiiere  stiictiT  to  the  mle.  Nothing  is 
to  create  gifts  by  implication  or 


TW  aext  qaeadon  is^  wlKtlier  die  words  in  this  codicil 
;  to  a  sifL  I  am  dkposed  to  think  the  claimant's 
woaM  fee  Terr  CtToiable,  if  no  will  had  been  found, 
becasse  tbea  it  x^t  be  that  the  words  in  the  codicil 
amoanled  to  a  directioo  to  pay  the  1,0002.  It  looks 
▼ery  much  like  anodier  mode  of  sayii^,  the  1,000/.  shall 
be  paid  at  twenty-oDe.  If  the  codicil  alone  had  been 
Iband  and  the  wfll  had  not  been  forthcoming,  I  am  dis- 
posed to  think  it  woold  amoont  to  a  gift. 

Bat  here  the  will  is  in  existence,  and  yon  find  in  it 
the  beqnest  of  a  legacy  of  1,000/.,  in  which  Fhmtis 
takes  an  interest  as  one  of  the  children  of  the  niece; 
and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  testatrix  merely  intended 
to  refer  to  the  legacy  previously  given  by  her  will,  the 
recital  of  which  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  testatrix 
only  directs  that  the  trustees  shall  have  a  power  to 

maintain 
(a)  18  Va.27.  {b)  1  H«a*»537. 
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maintain  and  educate  Francis  Brctdbury  during  his 

minority 9  and  that  she  did  not  intend  to  make  a  new  gift. 

When  you  look  at  the  will,  you  find  that  a  share  in 

the  1,000/.  is  the  only  legacy  she  intended  to  give.     I     Bradbury 

must  declare  that  Francis  is  only  interested  in  one  legacy 

of  1,000/.  as  one  of  the  children  of  Mary  Bradbury ^ 

and  which  is  payable  at  twenty-one,  with  power  for  his 

maintenance  and  education. 


GEE  V.  LIDDELL.    (No.  1.)  1866. 

Jan.  23,  26. 

npHE  testator  Stephen  Gee  directed  his  executor  to  Distinction 

^     stand  possessed  of  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  upon  trust  fo^Tng^the ' 

either  to  retain  the  same  in  his  own  hands  at  interest  at  perfonnanco 

4/.  per  cent,  or  to  invest  it,  and  to  pay  the  interest  to  voluntory  frust 

his  daughter  Mary  Whitaher  for  her  separate  use  for  «"^  enforcing 
1./.        .  1  .1  1  1  •!  1  ft  .       ,  the  completion 

life.  With  remainder  to  her  children;  and  he  appointed  ofanincom- 

his  son  Joseph  Gee  bis  sole  executor.  ^^^a  twtotor 

bequeaUied 
2,000/.  on  cer- 
The  testator  died  on  the  6th  of  January,  1841,  and  tain  trugu,  and 

Joseph  Gee  his  son,  who  was  also  his  executor  and  Jlu'eSor!"^ 

residuary  legatee,  being  satisfied  that  the  testator  in-  ^^.I^o  was  also 

tended  to  bequeath  3,000/.,  and  not  2,000/.,  to  his  i^a^ee,  to  ne- 

daughter  and  her  children,  acted  upon  that  footing  and  *^*"  *^® .   , . 
•        1  '      y  t.,      ..Vf  ,  ,    amount  m  Ins 

Signed  certain  documents  which  will  be  presently  stated,  hands  unin- 

He  (Joseph  Gee)  died  in  1860,  and  the  question  was,  -"n^fJif  ^" 

whether  Thomas   Whitaher,  the  only  child  of  Mary  thereon.  After 

Whitaher  deceased,  was  entitled  to  be  paid  this  extra  deatMhe^exe- 

1,000/,  out  of  Joseph  Gee's  assets.  cutor,  being 

■n  satisfied  that 

J:'rom  the  testator 

intended  to  be- 
qneatb  3,000/.,  and  not  2,000/.,  promised  to  make  it  up  3,000/. ;  he  made  no  invest- 
ment, but  continued  to  pay  interest  on  the  3,000/.  to  his  death.  HeU  that  there  was 
a  complete  voluntary  trust  as  to  the  additional  1,000/.,  which  this  Court  would  enforce. 
A  debt  held  not  satisfied  pro  tanto  by  a  legacy  of  a  less  amount  bequeathed  by  Uie 
debtor  to  the  creditor. 


.s^.  -. 


tkMt  tke  day  tfter 
I  stated  to  a  witnesi^ 
'-W*""  dB£:z.ie  udXcsidMiiL  WUiaier) ''hm 
m:  Kbar's  wSL  M  j  iitfaer  told  me 
s  3BK  LJfilj£.  Bove  than  is  meotioDed 
E  3BR  atei  Wfiakr  il  shall  make  do 
amssoBL  MBLlwSL  aiBe  or  he  sUl  have  1,OOOL 


rile  iiiiliiwin^  TPTniTTHnigm.  v«»  also  s^;iied  by 
«T«rM    :=cff   miL   naacs  Wlittifr,  the  husband  of 

*  3v  -v:iL  1=.  if  3e  h£&  ^iiy4ra  Gef,  Esq.,  the 
SMI  Mmtk  ^aoF  v^s  n  ^^  said  Umbbi  irUraier  the 
jDituaL  sum  if  J31il  jc  aso  eqaal  paiaMJits,  ra.  the 
ite  .Tu  ami  j&^jaBBrj  in  eaiA  year,  beii^  interest 

WUiaier.'' 


liXUfttBT  iuKomau:  ir  die  \iiMlaiitin^  cSJotepk  Gte 
«;a&  afi^r  nn^wt ' — 


1 


^  X;«^  -ftclMr  iitua  ani  33  hk  that  he  had  left  my 
^&;i«>-  V  wiL  ::iiw  ^nawapJ  pesads^  and  bong  quite 
^9»:$ismt  :mu:  3tt  ttai  i^  aB^naBon  that  there  wu 
;^  rttfw  jttitiM.  It  :ntt^oL«hacns  Acre  are  only  2,000{- 
Z  inuiMiiaft^  wit  Xr.  yiitnhfr  I  shoald  make  it  op 
j;jlMC  )»ftn$  -Dnar  ibiBiff  of  kt  itther  s  intentioa. 

-JofcGef." 


T*«^  .^ii«^  ^mimstcs  n-ire  prcnvd,  which  were  ngned 
>«  rWaaiaf  IHuiift^.    1^  &st  iras  as  follows : — 


^  Dtts:  iti>ff*r>7Tir  Jmepl  Gut  handed  me  his  father's 

will 


Gee 

0. 
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will  and  desired  me  to  break  the  seal  and  read  it,  which  1866. 
I  declined  to  do.  He  then  opened  and  read  it  himself, 
and  putting  it  to  me  said  there  was  a  mistake  in  it,  as 
although  the  will  stated  the  interest  of  2,000/.  was  to  Liddell. 
be  paid,  his  father  had  said  (a  week  previous  to  his 
death)  it  was  the  interest  of  3,000/.,  which,  upon  Joseph 
again  asking  him,  he  repeated  3,000/.  In  consequence 
of  which  the  interest  on  the  latter  sum  is  to  be  paid  to 
his  sister  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent. — in  the  presence  of 
Mary  Whitdker  and  John  Duncan. 

''  Also  that  the  said  Joseph  Gee  was  to  pay  to  Thomas 
Stephen  Whiiaker,  grandson  of  the  said  Stephen  Gee, 
the  sum  of  1,000/.  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years. 

''  I  put  this  into  writing,  in  case  of  any  of  the  parties 
dying  or  otherwise  forgetting  the  occurrence,  in  order 
that  my  dear  Tom  may  have  his  rights." 

"  Thomas  Whitdker:' 

The  second  document,  which  was  also  signed  by 
Thomas  Whitaker^  was  as  follows : — 

"J3ii//,i>ec.9,  1846. 
''I  give  all  my  property  to  my  son  the  said  Thomas 
Stephen  Whitaher.  3,000/.  is  due  to  him  under  his 
grandfather's  will,  although  it  names  only  2,000/.,  and 
another  thousand  (when  he  is  of  age)  from  his  uncle 
Joseph  Gee  according  to  the  last  wishes  of  bis  grand- 
father," &c.,  &c. 

"  Thomas  Whitaher:' 

It  appeared  also  that  on  the  30th  of  Aprils  1852,  the 
testator  Joseph  Gee  had  paid  Thomas  Stephen  Whitaher 
1,000/.,  and  for  which  he  gave  the  following  receipt: — 

''Memorandum. — That  I  have  this  day  received 
from  my  uncle  Joseph  Gee  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  which  my 

late 
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late  grandfather  Stephen  Gee  desired  to  be  paid  to  me 

on  my  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age." 

"  Apnl  30th,  1862.'*  "  Thomas  S.  Whitaher.'' 

Joseph  Gee,  the  son,  by  a  codicil  to  his  will  dated  in 
1859,  bequeathed  to  Thoma$  S.  Whitaker  the  sum  of 
2,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  him  within  twelve  months  after 
bis  decease.    Joseph  Gee  died  in  I860. 

Sir  R.  Palmer  (Attorney-General)  and  Mr.  Waller 
for  the  claimant  I%omas  8.  Whitaher.  The  executor 
and  residuary  legatee  of  Stephen  assented  to  and  retained 
the  legacy  of  3,000/.,  and  acknowledged  his  obligation 
to  pay  it  by  writing;  he  acted  on  it,  during  his  life,  by 
paying  the  interest,  and  became  a  trustee  for  the  Plain- 
tiff; JSr  parte  Pye  (a) ;  Bentley  v.  Machay  (i).  His 
assets,  therefore,  are  to  make  it  good.  It  is  like  a 
promise  made  to  the  testator,  which  the  Court  would 
enforce;  Podmore  v.  Gunning {c);  Stichland  v.  il/- 
drich  (d). 

Mr.  Baggallayf  Mr.  Archibald  Smith  and  Mr.  Jack- 
son, for  the  Plaintiffs,  argued  that  the  second  testator 
was  under  no  legal  obligation  to  pay  the  1,000/.,  and 
had  created  no  trust ;  Dipple  v.  Corles  (e).  Secondly, 
that  the  extra  1,000/.  had  been  discharged  by  the  pay- 
ment to  ThomasWhitaker  of  that  sum  in  1852.  Thirdly, 
that  the  debt,  being  thus  reduced  to  2,000/.,  was  satisfied 
by  the  legacy  of  that  amount  bequeathed  to  Thomas 
Whitaker  by  the  will  of  his  uncle  Joseph. 

Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Randall  and  Mr.  Hobhouse  for  other 
parties. 

Sir  R,  Palmer  in  reply. 

The 
(a)  18  Ves.  140.  {d)  9  Vet.  516. 

(6)  15  Beav.  12.  (e)  11  Hare,  183. 

(c)  5  Sim.  485, 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^^j 

Notwithstanding  a  great  deal  of  ingenious  argument 
on  the  subject^  I  am  in  favor  of  Mr.  Whitaker's  claim. 
The  argument  is^  that  the  sum  of  3^000/.  spoken  of  in 
the  memoranda  was  meant  to  be  merely  the  2^000/. 
mentioned  in  8tephen*s  vfill,  and  an  additional  1,000/. 
to  be  given  to  Thomas  Whitaker  the  son,  and  that  this 
was  reduced  to  2,000/.  by  the  payment  to  him  of  1,000/. 
in  1852,  then  by  the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  that  this 
sum  of  2,000/.  has  been  satisfied  by  the  legacy  given 
by  Joseph  Gee  to  Thomas  Whitaker,  so  that  instead  of 
getting  the  3,000/.  he  is  to  receive  nothing  at  all  in 
respect  of  it. 

I  think,  however,  that  this  argument  is  not  consistent 
with  the  evidence  before  me.  In  the  first  place  Stephen 
Gee  by  his  will  gave  2,000/.  to  his  daughter  for  her  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  her  children  living  at  her  death, 
to  be  equally  divided,  and  to  be  paid  to  them  on  attain- 
ing twenty-one.  That  being  the  case,  then  this  event 
takes  place  i-^StepIien  dies  on  the  5th  of  January,  1 841 ; 
and  on  the  18th  of  January  Joseph  his  son  writes  this 
paper : — ^^  My  father  having  said  to  me  that  he  had  left 
my  sister  by  will  3,000/.,  and  being  quite  satisfied  that 
he  had  the  impression  that  there  was  3,000/.  named  in 
the  will,  whereas  there  are  only  2,000/.,  I  immediately 
told  Mr.  Whitaker  1  should  make  it  up  3,000/.,  being 
qnite  clear  of  my  father's  intention."  Now  is  it  pos- 
sible to  say  that  is  more  than  to  change  the  2,000/. 
into  3,000/.?  He  does  not  say  it  was  to  be  3,000/. 
during  my  sister's  lifetime,  and  then  nothing  more,  but 
he  expressly  says  that  it  was  to  be  ''made  up  to  3,000/.," 
that  is,  that  the  2,000/.  was  to  be  changed  into  3,000/. 
It  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  get  over  those  words.  Then 
it  is  argued  that  this  is  consistent  with  the  payment  of 

vol*.  XXXV — IV.  s  8  the 
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1866.  the  1,000/.  to  the  son  as  part  of  this  3,000/.  But  H  is 
to  be  observed  that  that  is  altering  the  words  of  the 
documents.  Upon  the  son  attaining  twenty-one, 
Joseph  Gee  his  uncle  pays  him  1^000/.  and  takes  a 
receipt  from  him  for  it,  as  being  a  sum  of  1,000/.  which 
his  grandfather  Stephen  Oee  had  desired  to  be  paid  to 
him  on  attaining  twenty*one.  Besides  this,  Thomas 
Whitaher^viYio  is  dead,  had  written  two  documents,  and 
in  one  of  them  he  expressly  states  that  his  son  Thomas 
Stephen  Whitaher  was  to  have  the  3,000/.  under  his 
grandfather's  will,  although  it  names  only  2,000/.,  ''and 
another  1,000/.  when  he  is  of  age."  Now  undoubtedly 
that  document  would  not  be  evidence  in  favor  of 
Thomas  Whitaher  himself;  but  he  is  dead,  and  it  is 
quite  consistent  with  another  statement  he  has  made ; 
and  as  one  of  these  documents  has  been  made  use  of 
against  Thomas  Stephen  Whitaher^  I  think  that,  subject 
to^the  due  weight  to  [be  attached  to  these  documents, 
and  subject  also  to  the  observation  that  it  is  a  person 
giving  evidence  in  favor  of  himself  or  his  own  family, 
they  are  all  admissible  upon  this  question.  The  third 
document  is  quite  consistent  with  that  which  is  signed 
both  by  Joseph  Oee  and  Thomas  Whitaher.  The  only 
mode  in  which  1  can  explain  these  documents  is,  that 
two  sums  were  to  be  paid,  one  of  3,000/.,  the  other  of 
1,000/.  This  I  hold  to  be  quite  clear,  that  if  I  change 
the  word  two  into  three  in  Stephen's  will,  so  as  to  give 
3,000/.  to  his  daiigbte!;Jbr  life,  with  remainder  to  her  - 
children,  it  can  in  no  de^H^  be  satisfied  by  a  payment,^ 
of  1,000/.  to  Thomas  Whitan^^i^  bis  attaining  twenty— ' 
one,  the  more  especially  as  it  is  extessly  stated  on  th»^^ 
receipt  that  it  is  "the  sum  of  l,00OT|rfMcb  my  lat^ 
grandfather  desired  to  be  paid  to  me  on  nUtf^^**'**'^^",^ 
twenty-one  years  of  age ;"  while  the  other  3; 
to  be  paid,  not  to  one,  but  among  all  the  chil^ 
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their  attaining  twenty-one,  and  after  the  death  of  theJr       1866. 
mother.    In  my  opinion^  therefore,  the  3,000/.  and  the      ^^^"^^ 
]|000^  are  two  separate  and  distinct  sums.  ^^ 

LiDDELL. 

I  will  presently  consider  the  question  whether  there  (^o*  !•) 
is  a  debt  from  the  estate  of  Joseph  in  respect  of  the 
3,000/. ;  but  assuming  that  to  be  the  case,  then  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  cannot  be  satisfied  by  a  legacy  of  2,000/. 
According  to  the  cases,  a  debt  is  not  satisfied  by  a 
legacy  of  a  smaller  amount,  but  they  are  separate  and 
distinct  things,  and  if  a  person,  who  owes  3,000/.  to 
-4.,  leaves  him  a  legacy  of  2,000/.,  A.  takes  both,  and 
the  legacy  is  not  a  satisfaction  pro  tanio.  Therefore 
it  is,  that,  by  a  very  singular  process,  it  is  attempted 
to  cut  this  3,000/.  down  to  2,000/.,  in  order  to  bring 
it  within  the  rule  that  the  legacy  of  2,000/.  given 
to  Thomas  Whitaher  by  Joseph  Gee,  would  be  a  satis- 
faction of  the  debt  of  the  same  amount.  The  doctrine 
itself  of  satisfaction  of  a  debt  by  a  legacy,  is  not  a 
very  satisfactory  one ;  because  it  is  clear,  that  in  the 
great  majority  of  cases,  a  testator  never  thinks  that 
he  is  satisfying  a  debt  when  he  is  making  a  gift 
by  his  wilL  In  addition  to  this,  I  do  not  think  that 
the  doctrine  of  satisfaction  would  apply  to  a  case 
where  a  sum  being  held  by  A.  B.  upon  certain  trusts, 
he  by  his  will  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  one  of  the  cestuis 
que  trust. 

I  then  come  to  the  question  whether  there  is  really 
a  debt  which  Thomas  Whitaher  could  enforce.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  case  comes  within  the  rule  of  those 
cases  in  which  a  man  declares  himself  to  be  a  trustee  of 
a  sum  of  money,  where  this  Court  interferes,  not 
to  complete  the  trust,  but  to  execute  it.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  is,  that  where  a  trust, 
though  voluntary,  is  complete,  the  cestui  que  trusty 
although  he  cannot  call  on  the  Court  to  complete  a 

a  8  9  trusty 
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jx  iJis  sue.  U£  "?tffniTiT  ic  irutaae  sua  caSaa  far  Irvf 
ec£^  Ll  Z1&  -frw:  ^tjaise.  SCd^^iHa  Gsv  1?  lus  villy 
jexT^s  I^IOIiL.  It  -miusL  3fi  izc-srsss  3S  tc  be  paid  to  hk 
^n'rififr  iic  lis  Iik.  sxd  2£3sr  lk*r  deua  ts  her  diiidreQ 
^fTiaZj.  Tii^  t£s:i:::cr  sloq  ist^  ts  k»  cnlj  soo  aod 
fT-*::n;:iy.*i:ii  saj  zlt<«s  ;js  cr  iisc.  as  tcq  plnae,  bot 
X  T*a  r^a^x  JUL  naut  pftj  sxserest  Cor  h  at  4/xr  eeaX.'* 
C:>iJ£  Jz§gjfi  Gtgy  a£er  prsviag  his  fiufaer^swiU  and 
a^cVg  psssEssiiic  cf  is  asc&y  ucpaj  sufficient  for  the 
paT3Zi£c:  :f  zztt  ««S3ct,  sit  that  he  vas  not  a  tnistce 
oftbu^ylOX!  TfaatwoGM  be  nnpoasible.  The  tnist 
k  txpreslj  dedared  br  the  vilL  He  is  toM  that  be 
need  z£A  i^^rest  it,  bet  maj  retain  it  in  his  own  hands 
as  tmsue.  I  am  of  c^xnion  that  the  idation  of  trustee 
and  eo/ai  qwe  trmsi  iras  oompkled^  and  the  son  was 
strictlj  and  prc^wrlj  a  trastee  of  that  sum  of  money, 
althoQgh  it  had  not  been  separated  from  the  estate; 
becanse  the  will  of  the  testator  allowed  the  ezecator  to 
retain  the  2fiOOL  in  his  hands  at  interest,  and  to  con- 
stitute himself  a  trastee  of  that  sum  without  separating 
it  from  the  mass  of  the  property. 

Then  what  takes  place  is  this : — Upon  the  death 
of  Stephen^  the  testator,  his  son  Joseph  says,  in  sub- 
stance, ''  My  father  told  me  that  be  intended  to  be- 
queath tbe  sum  of  3,000/.  and  not  of  2,000/.,  and 
he  firmly  believed  that  he  had  put  3,000/.  in  tbe 
will,  whereas  it  was  only  2,000/.;  be  told  me  so  a  week 
previous  to  bis  death ;  and  that  being  so,  I  intend.to  follow 
bis  directions."  Thereupon  be  signs  this  statement. 
How  can  I  distinguish  tbe  3,000/.  from  tbe  2,000/.!  Is 
be  not  in  tbe  same  relation  with  respect  to  the  3,000/.  as 
he  would  have  been  with  regard  to  tbe  2,000/.  If  be 
had  invested  2,000/.  only,  and  Aot  3,00^/.^  something 

might 
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might  have  been  said;  but  suppose  he  had  invested  the  1866* 
3,000/.,  would  it  not  be  clear  that  there  was  a  declaration 
of  trust  in  respect  of  that  3,000/.,  though  invested  in  his 
own  name  alone?  This  paper  is  a  distinct  and  clear 
declaration  of  trust  in  writing  of  that  3,000/.,  and  ac- 
cording to  thB  permission  contained  in  his  father's  will, 
he,  instead  of  investing  it,  holds  it  in  his  own  hands, 
and  the  whole  fund  stands  in  the  same  situation.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  trust  is  complete,  and  that 
this  Court  will  enforce  the  execution  of  it  in  favor  of 
Thomas  Whitdker  the  son. 


GEE  t;.  LIDDELL.  (No.  2.) 

Jan.  23,  26. 

npHE  testator  «7b59A6r«6,  in  addition  to  other  benefits  The  testator 
gave  to  his  nephew  Thomas  S.  Whitaker  a  legacy  belonging  to 
of  2,000/.,  to  be  paid  to  him  within  twelve  months  after  Ins  nephew,  on 

.  I  V    *       1  which  for  eight 

nis  (the  testator  s)  death.  vcars  he  paid 

interest,  not- 
withstanding 
The  testator  died  in  1860,  and  amongst  his  papers  the  nephew 

the  following  note  of  hand  was  found  : —  i^oo/.'on  his 

"1,000/.  "  Hull,  dtd  May,  1852.      t^**^^^ 

"  On  demand  I  promise  to  pay  ioJosephOee,  Esq.,  the  nephew 
the  sum  of  1,000/.,  value  received  by  my  late  father.'*     iuterMt  on  the 

"  Thomas  8.  Whitaker:'  »?te,  and  had 

given  no  ac- 
knowledgment 

No  interest  had  ever  been  paid  by  Thomas  S.Whitaker,  ^^  ^^^i^^^'T 

'^  "^  1     1    ij   •     fleW,  that,  al- 

and it  further  appeared  that  the  testator,  who  held  m  though  the 

his  hand  another  legacy  of  2,000/.  to  which  Thomas  S.  ^^^/ri^/^j^J'* 
Whitaker  was  entitled,  had  regularly  paid  the  whole  of  i,ooo/.  was 
the  interest  on  that  sum  to  him,  without  making  any  statute  of  Li- 
deduction  in  respect  of  the  promissory  note.  th*'*''*ht''f  A 

executors  to 

Under  these  circumBtimces  7*/uma8  8.  Whitakir  in-  Jgfj^Jj^' 

sisted  mained. 
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1866.       fiiBted  that  the  note  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Linii* 
tations. 

Sh-  a.  Palmer  (Attorney-General)  and  Mr.  Waller, 
for  Thomas  8.  Whitaker,  argued  that  the  debt  was  due 
from  Thomas  S.  Whitaker^s  father^  and  the  note  given 
for  it  was  barred  by  the  statute.  Secondly,  that  the 
testator  never  intended  to  treat  it  as  a  debt,  and  bad 
abandoned  bis  claim  on  it ;  Flower  r.  Marten  (a). 

Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.  A.  Smith  and  Mr.  Jackson, 
contrct,  argued  that  the  statute  only  barred  the  remedy, 
and  not  the  debt^  and  that  the  executors  were  entitled 
to  exercise  their  right  of  set-off,  though  they  could  not 
maintain  an  action  upon  the  promissory  note. 

They  cited  Courtenay  T.  Williams  (b) ;   CwUes  v. 

Coates  (c). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Jan.  26.  With  respect  to  the  promissory  note  of  1,000Z.  given 

by  Thomas  Whilaher,  I  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  treat  the 
acts  of  Joseph  Oee  as  being  a  release  of  that  sum  of 
money.  If  I  were  asked,  whether  I  thought  it  probable 
that  he  intended  ever  to  enforce  payment  of  the  note,  I 
should  answer  in  the  negative.  I  do  not  believe  he 
ever  did,  and  the  non-payment  of  interest  is  the  strongest 
evidence  in  that  direction.  In  addition  to  which  the 
relationship  of  the  parties  also  points  to  that  conclusion. 
But  supposing  the  six  years  had  not  elapsed,  could  it 
be  possible  to  say  that  the  executors  could  not  enforce 
payment  of  this    note,  or   that   they  ought  not  to 

enforce 

(a)  2  MyU  ^  Craig,  459.  Urn  J.  (Chanc.)  204. 

(b)  3  Uare,  6S9,  affirmed  15         (r)  33  Beav.  249. 
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enforce  it?  The  testator  had  a  right  to  enforce  it  at 
law,  and  if  he  had  intended  not  to  do  go,  he  might  have 
destroyed  the  note,  instead  of  which  he  allowed  it  to 
remain  in  existence.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  bar  a  debt ;  it  only  bars  the  remedy  for  recovering 
it.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  arguments,  which  only 
acquire  a  little  accumulative  force  by  the  fact  of  eight 
years  instead  of  six  having  elapsed,  are  not^  in  my 
opinion,  sufficient  to  show  that  there  was  any  release 
of  the  debt  The  testator,  if  he  intended  his  nephew 
to  be  absolutely  released  from  the  debt,  ought  to  have 
done  some  act  for  that  purpose ;  but  there  is  a  perfect 
blank  on  the  subject,  and  nothing  more  than  this : — that 
he  never  enforced  payment  of  the  interest,  and  during 
the  whole  of  the  time  paid  a  much  larger  sum  than 
was  necessary  to  the  nephew  for  interest  on  the  2,000/. 
I  cannot  hold  that  to  be  a  release  of  the  debt,  and  1 
think  that  the  executors  are  bound,  on  the  part  of  the 
residuary  legatee,  to  set  off  the  amount  of  the  promis- 
sory note  against  anything  due  to  ITiomas  8.  Whitaker. 


1866. 


GEE  V.  LIDDELL.    (No.  3.) 

rpHE  testator,  a  shipowner  and  merchant,  gave  his 
"*•  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  as 
to  his  real  estate,  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  as  to  his  per- 
sonal estate  upon  trust  to  convert  it  into  money  with 
all  convenient  speed.  And  subject  thereto  and  to  certain 
limitations  thereof,  which  failed,  he  directed  his  trustees 
to  stand  seised  and  possessed  of  his  real  estate  and  the 
moneys  to  arise  fiom  the  sale  of  his  personal  estate,  and 
of  the  annual  rents,  produce  and  profits  thereof,  on 
trust  to  pay  ''  the  whole  of  the  annual  rents,  profits  and 
produce"  of  his  real  estates,  and  of  the  moneys  to  arise 

from 


Jan.  23,  26. 

A  sole  trader, 
by  his  will, 
gave  "  the  an- 
nual or  other 
earnings,  pro- 
ceeds and  pro- 
fits to  arise 
from  his  busi- 
ness," to  one  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainders over. 
Held,  that,  in 
ascertaining 
these  proceeds 
and  profits,  in- 
terest on  hia 
capital  in  his 
business  waa 
not  to  be  first 
deducted. 
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1866.       trom  the  sale  of  his  personal  estatei  to  bis  nephew 

^"^"^^^      Thomas  S.  Whitaker  for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over. 
Gee 

LiDDBLL  ^^^  ^^  empowered  his  trustees  to  postpone  the  sale 

(No.  3.)  of  his  steam  ships,  and,  until  their  sale,  to  employ  the 
same,  and,  for  that  purpose,  to  apply  any  part  of  his 
personal  estate  as  should  be  necessary.  And  he  de- 
clared that  *'the  annual  or  other  earnings,  proceeds  and 
profits  to  arise  from  the  said  business^  and  employment 
and  navigation  of  the  steam  or  sailing  ships  or  vessels, 
should  be  held,  paid  and  applied"  by  his  trustees,  upon 
and  to  *'  the  same  trusts,  intents  and  purposes  as  were 
thereinbefore  declared''  concerning  the  moneys  to  arise 
from  his  personal  estate. 

The  testator  died  in  Oc/oi^r,' 1860,  and  the  trustees 
carried  on  his  business  until  March,  1863,  when  the 
steam  ships  were  sold  with  the  goodwill  of  the  business 
for  30,400/.  The  net  profits  during  that  period  amounted 
to  8|il61/.  The  capital  embarked  by  the  testator  at  his 
death,  exclusive  of  the  ships,  amounted  to  26,690/. ; 
but  which  had  been  reduced  to  9,736/.  when  the  ships 
were  sold. 

Tlie  question  was,  what  part  of  the  profits  of  this 
business  was  payable  to  the  tenant  for  life  under  the 
terms  of  the  will. 

It  was  argued,  either  that  the  8,161/.  or  the  income  of 
it  as  produced  de  anno  in  annum  belonged  to  the  tenant 
for  life.  Secondly,  that  interest  on  the  capital  employed 
in  the  testator's  business  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the 
8,161/.  before  the  net  profits  could  be  ascertained,  and 
that  such  interest  belonged  to  the  tenant  for  life  as 
income. 

Sir  2?.  Palmer  (Attorney-General)  and  Mr.  Waller  for 
the  tenant  for  life. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.  A.  Smith  and  Mr.  Jackson, 
contri. 

The  following  cases  were  cited : — Gibson  v.  Bott  (a) ; 
Davies  v.  Westcombe  {b) ;  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (c) ;  Lord 
Londesborough  v.  Somerville  (d) ;  Wilkinson  v.  2)m»- 
con  (e) ;  Scholefield  v.  Redfern  (/). 


TAe  Mabtbb  of^Ae  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  of  the  will  are  too  Jan. 
strong.  He  declares  that  ''the  annual  or  other  earnings, 
proceeds  or  profits  to  arise  from  the  said  business  and 
employment  and  navigation  of  the  said  steam  or  sailing 
ships  or  vessels  shall  be  held,  paid  and  applied  by  my 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  to,  for  and 
upon  such  and  the  same  trusts,  intents  and  purposes  as 
are  hereinbefore  declared  and  contained  of  and  concern- 
ing  the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale  and  collection  of 
my  said  personal  estate  and  effects,  or  as  near  thereto 
as  the  deaths  of  parties  and  other  circumstances  will 
admit." 

Now  if  you  take  those  words  literally,  there  can  be 
no  question  that  the  annual  profits  produced  by  the 
concern  are  to  be  applied  exactly  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  personal  estate,  and 
which  are  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  thereof  when 
invested  is  to  be  paid  to  certain  persons  for  life,  with 
remainders  over.  The  argument  of  the  Attorney-General 
is,  that  it  is  the  ordinary  practice  of  merchants,  before 
they  ascertain  what  the  profits  are,  to  calculate  and 

deduct 

(a)  7  Ves.  89.  (d)  19  Beav.  295. 

(6)  2  Sim.  425.  (e)  23  Beav.  469. 

(c)  14  Beav.  72.  (/)  32  Law  J.  {Chane.)  627. 
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1866.      deduct  interest  upon  the  capital  engaged  in  the  trade. 

^^v^^  But  I  apprehend  that  this  is  only  the  case  where  th^re 
^^        is  a  partnershipi  and  where  the  capitals  of  the  partners  in 

LiDDELL.  the  concern  is  unequally  divided ;  but  where  a  single 
'^  person  is  carrying  on  trade,  I  do  not  apprehend  that  it 
is  usual  for  him,  in  the  first  place,  to  deduct  so  much 
for  interest  upon  his  capital  before  he  ascertains  what 
the  profits  are.  In  addition  to  this,  it  is  also  to  be 
observed,  that  here  the  expression  is  not  ''  net  profits,'' 
but  <'  annual  profits,"  which  would  mean  all  the  profits 
that  could  be  fairly  called  annual  profits  of  the  concern. 
In  one  sense,  of  course,  it  means  net  profits,  because 
it  means  profits  after  deducting  all  expenses ;  but  it  is 
impossible  that  I  can  deduct  the  interest  on  the  testa- 
tor's capital,  which  he  could  have  no  desire  or  mdiTe 
for  distinguishing,  unless  there  were  some  words  which 
pointed  precisely  to  that  course. 

The  consequence  is,  that  I  am  against  I%omas 
Whitaker,  and  I  think  there  must  be  an  inquiry  what 
were  the  profits  de  anno  in  annum^  and  that  he  ought 
to  be  allowed  interest  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per 
annum  on  the  profits  made  annually  during  that  time, 
as  tlic  money  was  not  actually  invested. 
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EARL  COWLEY  v.  WELLESLEY. 

Feb.  28. 

O  EVERAL  questions  arising  under  the  will  of  the  The  owner  of 
^     testator,  the  late  Earl  of  Mornxngton,  were  sub-  te'^Jei^^ 

mitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  by  this  special  case*  tomedy  every 

year,  to  cut 
about  onc- 

The  testator  died  in  1863,  having,  by  his  will  made  in  t^^Wtl^  of  the 
,,  1.11.  1  .     *.       underwoodand 

the  same  year,  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees  in  fee,  alto  such  of  the 

in  trust,  after  paying  certain  annuities,  &c.  for  the  Plain-  *''^*"  ®°  *^® 
'  r  J     o  9  lame  ground 

tiff.  Earl  Cowley,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Viscount  as  were  likely 
JDangan  for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over.  prejS^e'the  "^ 

growth  of  the 

The  testator  directed  that  the  trustees  should  manage  that  the  tenant 

and  superintend  the  management  of  the  same  premises,  j*?'  life  under 

and  that  they  might  cut  timber  and  underwood,  from  time  entitled  to  the 

to  time,  in  the  usual  course,  for  sale  or  repairs ;  and  be  Jflhc^^n^er^ 

empowered  them  to  demise  all  or  any  of  the  mines,  wood  and  trees 

minerals,  quarries,  stones,  gravel,  brickearth,  clay,  sand  to  thiu  custom. 

and  substances,  whether  opened  or  unopened,  .•^**®M."?!f®! 

'^  ^  of  a  will  felled 

some  trees  in 

The  special  case  stated  as  follows :—  the  woodlands 

■^  for  the  purpose 

Part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  late  Earl  of  Momington  ^l^^^\^^^^. 
in  Hampshire^  consists  of  about  338  acres  of  woodland,  those  remain- 
on  which  there  are  trees  and  underwood  both  of  a  {Jf^tStaSr?^ 
thriving  description,  the  trees  being  principally  oak.  lifetime  tho 
All  the  said  woodland  in  Hants  was,  prior  to  and  at  ^^^n  tiiinn^. 
the  Earl  of  MomxngtcfiCz  decease,  and  has  since  been  ^«W»  as  he- 
and  IS  now,jn  hand.    For  many  years  past,  the  course  for  life  and  re* 
of  management  has  been,  to  cut  the  underwood,  of  from  JJ^n^ennan, 
ten  to  twelve  years  growth,  every  year,  and  the  under-  duce  was  ca- 
wood  growing  upon  between  twenty  and  thirty  acres  of  2^0^^^  "^' 
the  woodland  has  been  cut  in  every  year.    In  the  en- 
suing 
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suing  springs  it  has  been  usual,  where  the  underwood 
has  been  cleared,  to  cut  down  such  trees  as  were  likely 
to  obstruct  or  prejudice  the  growth  of  those  intended  to 
be  preserved,  and  which,  having  regard  to  the  general 
improvement  of  the  woods,  should  be  cut  down* 

The  trustees  of  the  Earl  of  Mamington^s  will  have 
followed  this  course,  and  have  applied  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  underwood  as  income,  and  the  timber, 
being  such  thinnings  as  aforesaid,  has  been  partly  used 
in  repairs  on  the  estate,  and  the  larger  part  has  been 
sold.  In  the  spring  of  the  year  1864,  the  timber  and 
trees  so  sold  produced  the  net  sum  of  665L  3$.  6d»,  and 
last  spring  {Marchf  1 866)  the  timber  and  trees  produced 
the  net  sum  of  3362.  I6s.  OcL,  but  this  amount  is  rather 
above  the  average  of  the  sums  produced  in  preceding 
years. 

Part  of  the  real  estate  in  the  county  of  Wills  also 
consists  of  woodlands,  containing  oak,  ash,  elm,  Scotch 
fir,  larch  and  spruce  trees  and  underwood.  During  the 
life  of  the  late  Earl,  the  underwood  was  occasionally 
cut,  but  the  trees  in  such  woods  and  plantations  were 
not  thinned.  It  has  recently  been  considered  desirable, 
in  order  to  improvfe  the  growth  of  the  woods,  to  fell  a 
number  of  trees,  including  trees  of  all  the  alK)ve-men- 
tioned  descriptions.  The  trees  which  have  been  felled 
were  felled  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  growth  of 
those  remaining.  Part  of  the  trees  so  felled  have  been 
used  for  repairs  upon  the  estate,  and  the  remainder  have 
been  sold  standing.  The  amount  produced  by  the  sale 
of  the  last-mentioned  trees  is  600/.  and  upwards. 

Upon  these  circumstances  the  following  question  was 
submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court : — Whether  the 
money  produced  by  the  sale  of  timber  in  the  counties 

of 
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oF  Hants  and   WiliSt  cut  as  before  gtated|  ghoiild  be       186& 
treated  as  capital  or  income.  ^*^\^^ 

Earl 

COWLCY 

Mr.  Hobhoiise  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  v* 

the  tenants  for  life,  contended  that  the  money  produced 
by  the  sale  of  timber  cut  in  the  counties  of  Hants  and 
Wilts  was  income  and  not  capital.  They  refeiTed  to 
Bagot  V.  Bagot  (a) ;  Bateman  v.  Hotchkin  (No  2)  (J); 
Surges  v.  Lamb{c) ;  Knight  v.  I>uplessis{d);  PxdgeUy 
V.  Rowling  (e) ;  Tooker  v.  Annesley  (/). 

Mr.  Joshua  Williams  and  Mr.  Nalder^  for  the  first 
equitable  tenant  in  tail,  contended  that  the  produce  was 
carpus. 

Mr.  Williamson  for  the  trustees. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  the  Hampsfdre  property,  I  think 
that  the  whole  produce  of  the  wood  belongs  to  the 
tenant  for  life.  It  appears  to  have  .been  cut  in .  the 
usual  and  regular  course  as  thinnings,  and  the  produce 
is  therefore  income. 

But  with  respect  to  the  trees  cut  on  the  Wiltshire 
estates,  I  do  not  think  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled 
to  the  produce  as  income.  The  tnistees  might  have 
properly  cut  them  in  order  to  improve  the  growth  of 
the  others,  but  they  had  become  trees,  and  this  goes 
beyond  thinnings  in  the  usual  course.  If  they  had 
been  cut  because  they  were  decaying,  the  produce  would 
undoubtedly  have  to  be  invested  as  corpus. 

I  think,  upon  the  statement  in  the  case,  that  the  pro- 
duce 
(a)  32  Bcav.  509.  {d)  2  Vet.  ten.  360. 

(6)  31  B^aif.  480;  (e)  2  Colbf.  275. 

(c)  16  Vci.  174.  (/)  5  Sim.  235. 


638  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1869.  ciuce  of  the  timber  cut  on  the  Hamp$hire  estates  is 
incomei  but  that  that  on  the  Wiltshire  estates  capitali 
except  such  part  as  was  cut  in  the  course  of  regular 
thinniogs. 

The  next  question  arose  under  the  following  state*- 
ment  :— 

Renu  and  ''In  1862^  the  lute  Earl  of  Momington,  being  owner 

bnck-fields,      '"  ^^^  ^f  fifteen  acres  of  land  at  Wansiead^  granted  a 

one  of  which    lease  thereof  to. »Fi7/mh»  HiU  for  a  brickfield,  for  a  term 

had  been  leased 

by  the  testator  of  twenty-one  years,  and  by  the  lease,  a  rent  of  37/.  10«. 

by^the^rustees  ^^^®  reserved  and  made  payable  in  the  second  and  every 

of  his  will         subsequent  year  of  the  term.    The  lease  also  contained 

*r//to\^lorfg'  ^  reddendum  clause  reserving  by  way  of  royalty  Is.  6d. 

to  the  tenant     for  every  1,000  bricks,  and  2s.  for  each  cubic  yard  of 

the  clay,  brick-earth,  loam,  sand  and  other  materials  to 

be  dug,  raised  or  gotten  and  used  for  other  purposes 

than  making  bricks,  and  a  minimum  rent  of  112/.  lOs." 

The  amount  payable  in  respect  of  the  royalty  had 
during  the  past  year  amounted  to  a  much  larger  sum 
than  the  sum  of  112L  10s. 

Since  the  testator's  death,  his  trustees  had,  in  pur- 
suance of  an  arrangement  made  by  the  Earl  in  bis  life- 
time and  under  the  leasing  power  contained  in  his  will, 
granted  a  lease  to  the  said  William  HiU  of  an  adjoinmg 
piece  of  land  also  for  a  brickfield^  reserving  similar  rents 
and  royalties. 

Upon  these  circumstances  the  question  was,  whether 
the  royalties  payable  under  the  brickfield  leases  should 
be  applied  as  capital  or  income. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls, 

I  think  that  the  lease  being  made  by  the  trustees 
makes  no  differencCi  and  that  it  is  clear,  from  scope  of 

leasing 
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leasing  po^er,  that  the  leases  were  intended  for  the  benefit       )  866, 

of  the  tenant  for  life.  v^^v-i^ 

Eakl 

COWLBT 

V. 

Tlie  next  question  arose  upon  the  following  state-    wblleslet, 
raent : — 

''The  late  Earl  of  Mamington,  as  lord  of  the  manors  The  produce 
of  Wanslead,  was,  and  since  his  death  his  trustees  have  ^f^^l^id  by™' 
been,  in  the  habit  of  selling,  in  various  quantities,  gravel,  ^^^  inwteek 
loam,  peat,  and  bog-earth,  dug  and  taken  from  the  waste  the  course  par- 
lands  of  the  said  manors,  and  such  sales  have  produced  f"^/^  ^^  ^J*® 
'  *^  testator,  held 

from  three  to  four  hundred  pounds  annually,  the  pi*ofits  income  and 
of  the  said  manors  are  only  such  as  have  usually,  for  "°*  corpus. 
many  years  past,  been  gained  by  working  the  gravel- 
pits  and  the  loam,  peat,  and  bog-earth  in  ordinary  and 
usual  course  of  demand  for  the  same  every  year." 

The  question  submitted  on  these  facts  was,  whether 
the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  gravel,  &c.,  was 
capital  or  income. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  it  belongs  to  the  tenant  for  life.  As  to  the 
pits  open  in  the  testator's  life  there  can  be  no  question,  and 
as  to  opening  new  pits  it  is  like  a  case  before  me  (a),  where 
a  testator  worked  mines,  and  after  his  death  it  became 
convenient  to  sink  a  new  shaft,  and  I  held  it  was  a 
working  of  the  old  mine.  I  treat  this  case  like  that  of 
a  mine  worked  at  one  place  where  another  shafl  is 
opened  in  order  to  work  it  more  conveniently.  I  do  not 
think  that  one  pit  on  a  large  field  is  to  be  considered  as 
a  separate  mine.  The  minerals  being  won  in  the  ordinary 
course,  the  produce  is  therefore  income. 


The 
(a)  Spencer  v.  Scurr,  31  Beav.  334. 
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1866;       -   The  next  question  arose  on  the  following   8tate« 
ment: — 


''The  late  Earl  otMomington  was,  at  the  time  of  his 

decease,  seised  in  fee  of  manors  of  Wanstead^  &c.    And 

Fines  for  ad-     ^he  trustees  of  his  said  will  have,  since  his  death,  as 

mission  re-  .  ,  " 

ceivcd  by  the    lords  of  the  said  manors,  with  the  consent  of  the  homage 

trustees  of  a     according  to  the  customs  of  the  said  manors,  made 
manor  upon  °   ^  ' 

grants  of  parti  grants  to  divers  persons  of  portions  of  the  waste  lands 

luld  to^elong  ^^  ^^^  ^^'^  manors,  and  fines  have  been  paid  in  respect 
to  the  tenant  of  the  admissions  on  such  grants  to  the  trustees  or  lords 
of  the  said  manors.  The  fines  paid  on  admissions  on 
grants  exceed  considerably  in  amount  the  fines  paid  on 
admissions  on  surrenders  or  admissions  on  death  or  under 
a  will ;  these  latter  fines  have  been  and  are  treated  as 
income.  In  some  cases,  grants  have  been  made  subject 
to  certain  restrictive  conditions  as  to  buildmg,  and  the 
trustees,  as  lords  of  the  manors,  may  hereafter  be  applied 
to  for  releases  or  a  waiver  of  those  conditions  in  con- 
sideration of  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the 
persons  requiring  the  same/' 

The  question  was,  whether  the  fines  paid  on  grants  of 
waste  lands  of  the  manors,  and  the  consideration  moneys 
for  releasing  conditions,  as  before  stated,  should  be  con- 
sidered capital  or  income. 

Mr.  Hohhouse  for  the  tenants  for  life. 

Mr.  Joshua  Williams  for  the  tenants  in  taiL 

Brabant  v.  Wilson  (a)  was  cited. 


2%«  Master  0/ /Ac  Rolls. 

Where  the  grants  have  been  made  by  the  trustees, 

the  fines  would  be  income. 

As 
(a)  14  Week.  Rep.  28. 
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64] 


As  to  the  conditions,  I  agree,  that  if  imposed  by  the 
testator,  he  made  them  for  benefit  of  inheritance,  and  I 
doubt  whether  the  trustees  could  release  the  condition 
and  the  tenant  for  life  get  the  benefit  of  it.  But  if  the 
grants  were  made  by  the  trustees,  then,  inasmuch  as 
they  might  have  made  them  without  any  condition,  they 
may  release  them,  and  the  profits  would  belong  to  the 
tenant  for  life.  The  grants  are  the  ordinary  mode  of 
enjoying  a  manor* 


1866. 

Earl 
Cowley 

V. 
WELLESLSr. 


The  next  question  was  this  :— 

*'  Since  the  death  of  the  late  Earl  of  Mornington 
several  enfranchisements  have  been  effected  in  the  said 
manors,  and,  in  some  cases,  preliminary  fines  have  been 
paid  to  the  trustees,  as  lords  of  the  manors,  by  the 
persons  enfranchising,  by  reason  of  the  admission  having 
taken  place  before  July^  1853,  as  is  mentioned  and  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Copyhold  Act  of  1862." 

16  ^  16  Vict.  c.  61  (30  June,  1862) ;  21  ^  22  Vict. 
c.  94  (2  August,  1868),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 
I  think  this  must  be  treated  as  income. 


Preliminary 
fines  received 
on  enfran- 
chising copy- 
holds by  reason 
of  the  admis- 
sion having 
taken  place 
before  J(//y, 
1853,  as  is 
mentioned  in 
the  Copyhold 
Act,  1852  (15 
&  16  Vict,  c. 
51),  Ae/d  to  be- 
long to  the 
tenant  for  life. 


The  next  question  was  this  : — 

Since  the  death  of  the  late  earl,  the  trustees,  as  lords 
of  the  manors  of  Wansted,  &c.,  "  have,  with  the  consent 
of  the  homage,  according  to  custom  of  the  said  manors, 
respectively,  made  grants  of  waste  lands  (parts  of  the  said 
manors)  to  a  trustee  for  them  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  of  the  late  earl  and  the  persons  interested  therein. 
Upon  such  grants  being  made,  it  has  been  necessary  to 

VOL.  XXXV — IV.  T  T  fence 


Exi^ense  of 
fencing  waste 
lands  of  a 
manor  granted 
to  a  trustee  for 
the  benefit  of 
the  estate,  held 
payable  out  of 
corpus. 
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fence  in  the  lands  so  granted;  and  the  said  trustees 
have  paid  the  expense  thereof  out  of  moneys  in  tbdr 
hands. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  expense  of  fencing 
the  lands  so  granted  to  a  trustee  for  the  lords  of  the 
manors  should  be  paid  out  of  capital  or  income. 

Mr.  Hohhouse  for  the  tenants  for  life. 

Mr.  Joshua  Williams  referred  to  Dent  v.  Dent  (a). 

77/6  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  comes  under  the  power  to  make  improvements 
done  by  the  trustees,  which  they  are  entitled  to  pay  out 
oi  corpus. 


CosU  of  (ru8-       The  last  question  arose  out  of  these  facts  : — 

Ices  Oi  rcn* 

dering  the  nc-       By  the  will  of  the  late  earl,  the  Plaintiff  Earl  Cowky 

*^*"*2^for'the    ^^®  made  the  first  equitable  tenant  for  life  of  the  estates 

purpose  of  pay-  thereby  devised,  and  it  became  necessary  to  render  to 

sion^duty  in^'"  ^^^  Inland  Revenue  Office  an  account  of  the  estates,  for 

TMpect  of  tbe   the  purpose  of  paying  the  succession  duty  in  respect  of 
life  estate,  Af /a  _  ,  , 

payable  by  the  his  life  interest.    The  trustees  prepared  and  rendered 
tenant  for  life,  g^^i^  account  to  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  and  had 
paid  the  costs,  charges  and  expenses  of  preparing  and 
rendering  the  same,  which  were  considerable. 

Tbe  question  was,  whether  the  costs,  charges  and 
expenses  of  preparing  and  rendering  the  account  of  the 
succession  duties  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  capital  or 
income. 

Mr.  Hohhouse.  These  expenses  have  been  incurred 
not  for  the  tenant  for  life  alone,  but  will  be  for  benefit 

of 

{a)  30  Beav.  363. 
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of  estate  and  all  those  entitled  to  it  under  the  will. 
costs  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  carpus. 


Mr.  Joshua  WUliams.  If  the  legal  estate  had  not 
been  outstanding,  the  tenant  for  life  would  have  had  to 
make  the  return  and  to  pay  all  the  expenses.  The  only 
object  of  the  return  is  to  ascertain  what  the  tenant  for 
life  ought  to  pay. 

Mr.  Hobliouse  in  reply. 

The  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 
I  think  the  tenant  for  life  must  pay  these  costs. 

The  costs  of  this  special  case  will  be  paid  out  of  the 
residuary  personal  estate. 


BOUCK  t;.  BOUCK. 

Apr.  18. 

npHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  general  de-  A  bill  by  one 

"*•     murrer  to  the  bill,  which,  in  substance,  stated  the  ^jj[  ^  ^^l\. 

following  case :—  nw^e^"  t^e  es- 

tate and  to  set 
aside  a  con- 

The  testator  died  in  1865,  leaving  two  sons,  namely,  Jfyo^ce  by 

'  ®  »  j^  him  of  part  of 

Edward  (the  Plaintifi)  and  John  (a  Defendant).    John  it  is  multifa^ 
obtained  letters  of  administration  and  possessed  himself  ^'°^^^* 
of  the  testator's  estate,  and  the  Plaintiff  sought  to  have 
the  estate  administered  and  distributed  amongst  the 
parties  entitled  thereto. 

But,  in  addition,  the  bill  stated  an  indenture  dated  the 
19th  of  October^  1865,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  had  as- 

T  T  2  signed 
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1866.  signed  to  two  trustees  so  much  of  his  share  of  the 
residuary  estate  as  would  raise  8,0002.,  upon  trust  for 
his  wife  Hannah  Bouckf  for  her  separate  use  for  life, 
with  remainder  over.  The  Plaintiff  alleged  that  this 
deed  had  been  executed  by  him  without  consideration 
and  due  professional  advice,  that  it  was  void  as  against 
public  policy,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  set  aside  or  modified. 
The  administrator  and  the  parties  to  the  deed  were 
made  Defendants  to  the  bill,  which,  in  addition  to  the 
administration  of  the  estate,  asked  that  the  deed  of 
October y  1866,  might  be  declared  void  and  be  set  aside, 
or  that  it  might  be  modified  by  a  reduction  of  the 
amount  to  4,000/. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  John  Bouch  demurred,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  exhibited  ''for  several  independent 
and  distinct  matters  and  causes  which  had  no  relation  to 
each  other,  and  in  some  or  one  of  which  he  was  in  no 
way  interested  or  concerned,  and  ought  not  to  be  im- 
plicated, and  that  the  bill  was  multifarious." 

Mr.  Baggallay  and  Mr.  Parke,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer, cited  Sdlvidgey.  Hyde  (a);  Mole  y»  Smith  (b)i 
Whaley  v.  Dawson  {c);  Jerdein  v.  Bright  (d). 

Mr.  Graham  Hastings  in  support  of  the  bill.  The 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  estate  administered  and 
distributed,  and  this  cannot  be  done  without  ascertaining 
the  parties  interested  in  it.  It  therefore  becomes  neces- 
sary, even  for  the  demurring  party,  that  the  validity  of 
the  deed  should  be  ascertained.  The  Defendant  is  in- 
terested in  every  part  of  the  relief  prayed,  and  cannot 
say  he  is  not  concerned  therein.   .Nothing  can  be  gained 

by 

(a)  Jacob,  151.  *  (c)  2  Seh.  if  Lef.  367. 

(6)  Jacob,  494.  (d)  2  John.  4-  H.  32^. 


Boucx 
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by  allowing  this  demurrer^  for  then  two  suits  will  become 
necessary,  one  to  set  aside  the  deed,  and  the  other  to 
administer  the  estate ;    Bent  v.  Yardley  (a) ;   Campbell 
V.  Mackay{b)\   Addison  v.  Walher{c)\  Parr  v.   The       »<>»««• 
Attomey^Oeneral{d);  Chambers  y.  Crabb(e). 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  objection  to  the  frame  of  this 
bill  is  one  of  substance,  and  that  the  distinction  between 
this  and  the  cases  cited  is  very  obvious.  Where  an  as- 
certained fund  is  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  and  three  or 
four  persons  claim  it,  any  one  of  these  persons  may  file 
a  bill  to  obtain  it  and  make  all  the  other  claimants  and 
the  trustee  parties;  or  the  trustee  may  get  rid  of  all  re- 
sponsibility by  paying  the  money  into  Court,  or  by  filing 
a  bill  of  interpleader  against  all  the  claimants.  But  if  a 
PlaintifiP  files  a  bill  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  a  testator  or  of  an  intestate,  and  he  mixes  it  up  with  a 
question  whether  he  has  conveyed  his  share  to  another, 
or  whether  the  conveyance  ought  to  be  set  aside,  the 
case  is  very  different  and  the  trustee  cannot  dispose  of 
the  estate.  The  accounts  .are  shut  up  until  it  is  ascer- 
tained who  is  entitled  to  it,  and  the  costs  and  all  other 
payments  are  delayed.  You  might  have  questions  be- 
tween six  or  seven  cestuis  que  trust  and  their  incum- 
brancers, and  these  questions  would  then  have  to  be  deter- 
mined before  the  right  to  have  the  accounts  taken  had 
been  made  out,'for  otherwise,  after  they  had  been  taken, 
a  person  might  come  in  and  dispute  them  and  raise  a 
question  whether  any  particular  item  ought  or  not 
to  be  allowed.  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
oblige  the  legal  personal  representative  to  take  the  evi- 
dence 

(a)  2  Hem.  if  Af.  602.  (d)  8  Clark  if  Fm.  409. 

(6)  1  Afy.  4-  Cr.  603.  (e)  M.  R.  {unreported). 

(c)  4  Y.  if  Coll.  (Eich.)  442. 
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dence  as  to  the  validity  of  the  deed  or  to  be  mixed  up  with 
that  question  at  the  bearing.  I  think  that  the  authorities 
cited  are  quite  sufficient  to  compel  me  to  allow  this 
demurrer.  I  think  that  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative is  not  a  proper  parly  here  for  the  discussion 
of  the  question  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  parties 
claiming  under  his  deed,  and  that  I  must  allow  the 
demurrer  with  liberty  to  amend. 


ifeTHE  ENGLISH,  &c.  ROLLING  STOCK 
COMPANY. 
Jpr.  24.  LYON'S  CASE. 

Maj/  2. 

Alteration  of     fTlHIS  was  an  application,  made  by  Captain  Lyons, 
liociatJnof  ^o  striJ^e  off  his  name  from  the  list  of  contribu- 

a  company  be-  tories. 
tween  an  appli- 
cation for 

th"'*^^^l?"t-  "^^^  company  was  formed-  in  January,  1864,  and  the 

ment,  held  not  provisions  of  Table  A.  in  the  first  schedule  of  **  The 
iL'Stoent,    Companies  Act,  1862''  (26  &  26  Vict.  c.  89),  were 

such  alteration  adopted  as  the  articles  of  the  association,  but  with  some 

being  made  .   .. 

under  the  an-    variations, 
thority  of  the 
''  Companies 

Act,  1862,"  On  the  7th  of  March,  1864,  Captain  Lyons  applied 

of  fh?co?an**  for  fifty  shares  in  the  company ;  but  before  they  had 

not  being         been  allotted,  and  on  the  28th  of  March,  a  change  was 
thereby  al-  j 

lered/  ^^^^ 

The  pro- 
spectus of  a  company  stated,  that  the  capital  consisted  of  15,000  shares  of  10/.  each ; 
first  issue  10,000  shares.   A.  B.  applied  for  shares,  which  were  allotted  to  him.    Held^ 
that  A,  jB.  could  not  resist  being  put  on  the  list  of  contributories,  on  the  ground  that 
less  than  900  shares  had  ever  been  taken. 

Shares  were  allotted  to  A.  B.  at  a  meeting  of  three  directors,  and  before  the  number 
necessaiy  to  form  a  quorum  had  been  determined.  Held,  that  A.  B.  could  not,  upon 
the  Covnpany  being  wound  up,  insist  that  the  allotment  to  him  was  invalid. 
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made  in  the  articles  of  association,  the  effect  of  which       1866. 

is  stated  post  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  ^"^^^ 

He 
Tns  ENOLiarr, 
The    shares    were  afterwards    allotted    to   Captain   &«•  Rollkiq 

Lyons,  three  directors  being  present  at  the  time  of  the     Company. 

allotment ;  at  that  tiroe^  no  regulation  as  to  the  quorum  Ltom's  Case. 

of  directors  had  been  made ;  but  it  was  afterwards  fixed 

at  three.     In  December,  1864,  Captain  Lyons  paid  a 

call  on  his  shares. 

The  grounds  on  which  the  applicant  relied  in  support 
of  his  application  were  as  follows : — first,  that  there  had 
been  a  misrepresentation  in  the  prospectus,  in  stating 
that  tlie  capital  consisted  of  15,000  shares  of  lOZ. 
each,  ''first  issue  10,000  shares,''  whereas  no  more  than 
866  had  ever  been  subscribed  for,  and  also  in  stating 
that  the  directors  bad  received  promises  of  a  contract. 
Secondly,  that  the  articles  of  association  had  been 
varied  after  Captain  Lyons'  application  for  the  shares. 
Thirdly,  that  the  shares  bad  been  allotted  at  a  meeting 
of  directors  at  which  there  was  not  a  sufficient  quorum 
present. 

Mr.  Selwyn  and  Mr.  Kekewich  in  support  of  the  ap- 
plication. Captain  Lyons  is  not  a  contributory.  First, 
he  is  released  by  reason  of  the  fulse  representations  con- 
tained in  the  prospectus^  that  10,000  shares  had  been 
issued,  whereas  no  more  than  866  have  ever  been  sub- 
scribed for.  Captain  Lyons  agreed  to  become  a  share- 
holder in  a  company  consisting  of  15,000  shares,  and 
the  directors  were  not  justified  in  commencing  business 
until  that  number  or  a  reasonable  number  of  shares  had 
been  subscribed  for,  and  at  law  the  company  could  not 
support  an  action  for  calls ;  7%e  Howbeach  Coal  Com- 
pony  V.  Teague  (a)    Secondly,  Captain  Lyons  applied 

for 
(a)  5  Hurl.  ^  C.  151,  and  6  Juritiy  275. 


tVJL       i^  mans  xl  i.  jsnciiae  .""imiiwiy  :.  lac  ^ 

-^-^■^      :uj»  vjniianyw  vi&  iuetsL  sut  3e  is  mxc  3niiiii£  s»  tike 


Ltv/t^Cmsa.  Com   z  :    :*i^  i    Coe  7  \.    Ibiafly.  sc  Ac 

Kj.  .Sn<if/tf£f  ud   ILr.  l:i&ci«7T&^  cmtri.     That 

rmtjtsAtai  !.s  b^  5u.i«tii  xi  one     lir-arir.  z^tc  beaeocssuT 

u>  eiwr^:ri':fc:Ii>z>  irjfes.  Ii  ;t  ^  reqaki&e  to  bave  a  m- 
fi^uiMfr  £.^js.l«r  ijf  iJsares  taken,  h  m  for  tkt  dantUxs 
to  &iAenikjt  ^  &::fi  2S  a  MSittcr  c(  intcnal  ■UBigemenl 
aod  dkett^otk^  «i:a  wincli  tins  Co«t  will  noi  interfere. 
A  eof&pui;  no&T  eoolnct  vith  tbe  pdblie  the  mcMDent 
It  has  beeci  negineted,  and  the  pablic  cuuioC  knov  the 
fiomLer  of  shares  allotted  oatil  a  retoni  of  members 
liais  b^n  mace  to  the  r^istr&r.  lo  the  cases  cited  it 
was  the  company  that  sought  to  recoTer  calls ;  here,  the 
proceeding  is  by  the  ctediton  of  the  company. 

Secondly.  Tbe  cases  cited,  where  the  nature  of  the 
undertaking  was  completely  altered,  do  not  apply ;  for 
here  the  objects  were  tbe  same.  Under  the  50th  section 
of  tbe  25  k  26  Vict.  c.  89,  there  was  anthority  to  alter 
tbe  articles  of  association,  and  the  apjdicant  most  be 
deemed  to  have  notice  of  tbe  alterations  which  were 
registered,  for  be  might  have  gone  to  the  registrar's  or 
to  tbe  company's  office  and  examined  tbe  articles  of 
association  as  altered.  Instead  of  doing  so  and  re- 
pudiating 

(a)  2  De  G.,  J.  J^  Sm.  466.  (c)  Vol.  2,  /wge  1153  (12M 

U)  Jb.644.  edU.) 
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pudlating  the  shares  at  once,  he  in  December  paid  the 

call  on  them ;  it  is  therefore  too  late  now  to  reject  the 

shares ;  The  Malt  and  Hop  Company  {a).  xub  English, 

&c.  Rolling 

Thirdly.  The  allotment  was  duly  made  by  the  directors     c^Jp^^y, 

present  (Table  A,  ss.  52,  53)|  and  was  valid,  though  the  lton's  Casb. 

quorum  had  not  been  then  settled. 

If  this  application  were  to  succeed,  the  consequence 
would  be,  that  every  allotment  of  shares  would  be  in- 
valid, and  no  one  would  be  liable  but  the  seven  persons 
who  signed  the  memorandum  of  association  for  a  limited 
number  of  shares ;  and  even  the  Petitioner  who  ob- 
tained the  winding-up  order  will  not  be  a  contributory. 
Shareholders  may  have  rights  as  against  the  directors ; 
but  here  the  question  does  not  arise  between  them,  but 
between  the  shareholders  and  the  public 

Mr.  Selwyn,  in  reply,  cited  JReese  River  Silver  Mining 
Company  (6). 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  grounds  on  which  the  applicant  in  the  present  May  2. 
case  asks  to  be  taken  off  the  list  of  contributories  are 
these : — He  says,  first,  that  there  was  a  fraudulent  mis- 
representation. Secondly,  that  an  alteration  was  made 
in  the  objects  of  the  company  between  his  application 
for  the  shares  and  the  allotment  of  them  to  him.  And, 
thirdly,  that  there  was  not  a  proper  quorum  of  directors 
present  when  the  allotment  was  made. 

The  prospectus  stated  that  the  number  of  shares  was 
to  be  15,000,  and  that  the  first  issue  was  to  be  10,000 

shares, 

(a)  35  Btav.  273.  (6)  36  Law  J.  (Chanc.)  385, 

CIS. 
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1866.       sbaresy  mod  Captain  LjfcmM  in  his  affidavit  says  that  he 
^•^^^/^^      rdied  on  this  statement.     He  also  allies  that,  in  a 
TbkExcusb  p^^s^e  ui  the  prospectas^  it  is  stated  that  the  directors 
ice  RoLun  had  received  promises  of  a  contract.     But  I  do  not  find 
CoMTAZT.     Any  evidence  to  shew  that  that  statement  was  false ;  and 
Ltos'i  Case,  after  all  a  mere  promise  amounts  to  very  little.     If  it  had 
asserted  that  they  had  entered  into  a  contract,  and  if,  on 
the  fiuth  of  that,  he  had  applied  for  shares,  it  would  be 
a  T^  difierent  thing.    The  rest  of  the  prospectus  com- 
plained of  is  a  moe  statement  of  the  benefits  which 
was  expected  to  be  derived  from  the  establishment  of 
the  company. 

The  only  substantial  thing  is  the  statement,  that  the 
first  issue  was  to  be  10,000  shares,  and  Captain  Lyons 
says  that  he  relied  on  it,and  that  less  than  900  shares  only 
were  applied  for,  and  therefore  he  cannot  be  called  on  to 
contribute.  In  support  of  this,  the  case  of  Howbeach  Coal 
Cawtpamy  v.  Teagne{a)  was  cited,  in  which  Baron  Martin, 
at  the  trial,  held,  that  where  somethingless  than  one-third 
of  the  whole  shares  in  the  company  had  been  subscribed 
for,  the  directors  were  not  justified  in  suing  for  calls. 
But  when  that  case  was  heard  in  banc,  though  Baron 
Martim  adhered  to  that  opinion,  yet,  on  that  part  of  the 
case,  the  Court  gave  no  decision ;  on  the  contrary,  some 
of  the  other  judges  hesitated  on  the  subject  Bot  I 
have  referred  to  the  case  of  the  Pyrographic  Woodwork 
Company  v.  Brown  (&),  in  which  the  full  Court  came  to 
a  contrary  conclusion.  I  cannot,  therefore,  hold  that 
the  fact  of  only  900  shares  being  taken  is  such  a 
fraud  as  to  invalidate  the  application  for  shares.  Di- 
rectors might  reasonably  allot  shares  if  they  have  a 
reasonable  expectation  of  the  success  of  the  undertaking, 
provided  it  is  not  done  for  any  fraudulent  purpose.  If 
a  person  applying  for  shares  desires  to  make  the  sub- 
scription 

(o)  5  £rrA.  Uep.  15K  (6)  2  Hurl  4  CoU.  63. 
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scription  of  the  whole  number  of  shares  a  condition,  he  looo. 

ought  to  inquire.     I  cannot  hold  that  the  fact  of  the  j^ 

directors  allotting  shares  before  they  have  a  sufficient  The  Enolisif, 

number  to  carry  on  the  concern  is  a  sufficient  ground  Stock 

for  taking  a  contributory  ofl*  the  list,  especially  if  they  Company. 

have  reasonable  expectations  of  being  able  to  carry  on  ^®"  *    ^*^' 
the  concern.     I  think,  therefore,  I  cannot  remove  this 
gentleman  from  the  list  on  the  ground  of  misrepresent 
tation. 


The  second  ground  is  this : — that  there  was  an  altera- 
tion  in  the  objects  of  the  company  between  the  appli- 
cation for  the  shares  and  their  allotment  But  really 
there  was  no  alteration  in  substance.  They  cancelled 
the  articles  of  association  and  executed  new  ones,  which 
were  quite  within  the  object  stated  in  the  prospectus, 
which  do  not  enable  them  to  carry  on  a  distinct  and 
separate  trade  from  that  originally  intended. 

The  third  ground  is  this  :^Captain  Lyons  says  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  quorum  of  directors  present  when 
the  shares  were  allotted  to  him.  It  appears  that  three 
directors  were  present,  but  that  it  had  not  been  then 
established  how  many  should  form  a  quorum.  It  was 
afterwards  determined  that  three  should  be  a  quorum, 
and  three  were  present  upon  the  allotment  to  Captain 
Lyons,  and  the  same  was  done  as  to  the  other  share- 
holders. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  a  sufficient  case  is  not  made  out 
to  take  Captain  Lyons  off  the  list,  and  that  he  must 
remain  a  contributory. 
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S?-  DENTON  V.  MACNEIL. 

Prospectusesof  mWO  patents  had  been  granted  in  1862  and  1864, 

a  company  are     ■  *^      .  -r>      o    .  »   /. 

always  co-  respectively,  to  Dr.  Smith  for  converting  scons, 

a  material ^foct  ^^^^»  ®'^§  *^^  ^^^^^  refuse  obtained  from  the  smelting  of 
is  stated  in       iron,  lead  and  copper  ores,  into  a  material  fit  for  paving, 

unlraeTand  "  Aaggingi  tiling  and  general  building  purposes, 
upon  the  faith 
of  which  a  per- 
son takes  The  Defendant  Sir  John  Macneil  and  others  there- 

entiSed  L"  ^P^^  attempted  to  establish  a  company  called  "The 

against  the  British  Slag  Company"  for  the  purpose  of  working 

require  ailot-  these  patents,  and  in  May^  1866,  they  registered  the 

"?*"*  °f  *h^*^  company,  provisionally,  under  the  Companies  Act,  1844, 

cancelled  and    (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,)  but  it  was  never  completely  re- 
hi.depo«tre-   gj^^^^^j. 

The  remedy 
fhe  deSS       "^^^y  '^^^^^^  ^  prospectus  which  stated  that  they  had 
shares  is  by      purchased  the  patents  "  for  a  fixed  sum,  the  payment  of 
and  not  by  bill  which  depends  on  the  complete  success  of  such  further 
'"  !^?!fy;        testing  as  hereinafter  referred  to." 

A  bill  by  ^ 

one  of  several 

an^abort^e  "The  practical  working  of  this   invention  has  been 

company         tested  with  a  view  to  ascertain  the  necessary  capital 
agamst  bis  co-  .     i  ^        ,  -    ,  .  ^  ,  . 

projectors  for    required  for  the  cost  of  tlie  construction  and  machinery 

repayment  of   ^^^  ^^  the  cost  of  production  of  the  material.'* 

moneys  ex-  ^ 

pended  by  him 

to  cai^out^       The  cost  of  the  article  will  not "  exceed  10«.  a  ton,  so 

the  project  can- yhr  OS  the  testing  which  has  taken  place  will  permit  the 

tained;  the  bill  directors  to  judge,  but,  before  any  large  outlay  is  made, 

should  pray  a   they  propose  erecting  limited  works  at  first,  which  will 
general  ac-  "^  *      *  ° 

count  of  the     enable  them  to  say  with  perfect  certainty  the  exact  cost/ 

expenditure 
and  a  due  ad- 

twi^^aU^^e        ^"  ^^^  '^'^^^  ^^  ^'^^  Statement  in  the  prospectus,  the 
projectors.  Plaintifi^, 
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Plaintiff,  in    October,  1855,  took  200  shares  in  the       1866. 
company. 

The  projectors  afterwards  became  desirous  of  bringing     Macneil. 
the  company  under  the  Limited  Liability  Act,  and  they 
issued  a  second  prospectus,  but  this  project  was  not 
carried  into  execution. 

The  company  took  TlieMaesteg  TTorA^  and  commenced 
operations,  and  the  Plaintiff,  at  his  own  request^  waS|  in 
January,  1858,  employed  in  superintending  the  works  at 
a  salary,  and  he  continued  to  do  so  until  March,  1859. 

The  project  turned  out  unsuccessful  and  was  aban* 
doned. 

The  Plaintiff  instituted  this  suit  in  December,  1863, 
alleging  that  the  representations  made  by  the  promoters, 
and  upon  the  faith  of  which  he  was  induced  to  take  the 
200  shares,  were  false  and  fraudulent^  and  praying  an  ac- 
count, and  that  the  Defendants,  the  promoters,  might  pay 
to  him  what  he  had  paid  in  respect  of  the  200  shares, 
and  also  the  moneys  advanced  by  him  in  carrying  on  the 
undertaking  on  the  faith  of  certain  agreements  entered 
into  by  him,  and  might  also  pay  him  for  his  services 
from  January,  1858,  to  April,  1860.  And  that  if  the 
Court  should  hold  the  Defendants  not  liable  to  recoup  to 
the  Plaintiff  the  whole  amount  advanced  by  him  for 
works,  then  for  a  declaration  that  the  Defendants  were 
liable  to  contribute  thereto,  in  such  proportions  as  the 
Court  should  deem  just. 

Mr.  Lococh  Webb  and  Mr.  Horsey  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited 
Pubfordy^  Richards  (a);  CoUy^Woollasion(b);  Evans 

V. 

(a)  17  Beav>  87.  (6)  2  PeereWms.  154. 
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V.  BickneUifl);  Cooper  v.  Webb{b);  Oreen  y.  BoT' 

rett  (c). 
Denton 

V. 

Macneil.  Mr.  Selwyn,  Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.  E.  Karslahe,  Mr. 
W.  R.  Ellis,  Mr.  Macnaghion,  Mr.  Eddis,  Mr.  W.  W. 
Macheson  and  Mr.  «7.  iV.  Higgina  for  the  DefendantSi 
were  not  heard. 


The  Mastbb  of  the  Rolls. 
June  1.  In  this  case  I  think  the  Plabtiff  fails. 

I  will  state  how  the  matter  stands.  It  appears 
that  two  patents  were  taken  out  by  Dr.  Smith  in 
October,  1862^  and  August,  1864,  for  the  purpose  of 
converting  scories  and  slag  into  materials  apparently  of 
the  nature  of  marble.  Upon  that,  several  gentlemen, 
in  May,  1855,  determined  to  set  up  what  was  called 
^'The  British  Slag  Company/'  and  they  registered  the 
company  under  the  Act  of  1844.  They  issued  a  pro- 
spectus, under  which  the  Plaintiff  applied  at  the  office 
of  the  company  and  obtained  in  October,  1855,  an 
allotment  of  200  shares.  After  that,  the  persons  who 
had  set  up  the  first  company  were  desirous  of  having 
the  company  formed  under  the  Limited  Liability  Act, 
and  thereupon  they,  in  JuTie,  1856,  issued  a  second 
prospectus.  The  Plaintiff's  first  complaint  is,  that  he 
was  taken  in  and  misled  by  the  statement  in  the  pro- 
spectus of  the  company,  which  was  false  and  fraudulent 
He  complains  that  the  prospectus  states,  that  ''the 
practical  working  of  this  invention  had  been  tested, 
whereas,  in  fact,  the  invention  had  not  been  properly 
and  sufficiently  tested.'*    But  the  first  answer  is,  that 

the 

(a)  6  Fes.  183.  (c)  1  5im.  45. 

(b)  15  Sim.  454. 
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the  prospectus  itself  shews  that  a  further  and  more 
complete  and  perfect  testing  was  intended  to  be  made, 
and  everybody  was  invited  to  look  at  their  works  for 
the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  the  testing  was  sufficiently 
made  or  not. 

In  regard  to  the  statements  in  a  prospectus  I  adopt 
the  observations  made  by  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Kisch 
V.  The  Central  Raihvay  of  Venezuela  (0)^  that  it  is 
'^  universally  known  and  understood  that  the  prospectus 
of  a  company  never,  in  fact,  contains  a  strictly  accurate 
account  of  its  prospects  and  advantages.*'  Everybody 
understands  that  a  prospectus  is  colored  in  this  sense, 
that  everything  is  put  forward  in  the  most  favorable 
view  it  can  be.  But  this  does  not  justify  a  material 
statement  which  is  totally  false,  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  if  a  material  fact  is  stated  in  the  prospectus  which 
is  untrue,  and  upon  the  faith  of  which  a  person  takes 
shares,  he  is  entitled,  as  against  the  company,  to  require 
the  allotment  of  those  shares  to  be  cancelled  and  to  have 
the  amount  he  has  paid  for  deposit  and  the  like  re* 
turned  to  him. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  the  statement  in  this  pro- 
spectus is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  It  speaks  of  a 
testing  having  been  made,  but  also  that  it  was  only  to 
a  certain  extent,  and  of  an  intention  to  make  further 
testings,  and  there  is  no  question  but  that  all  the  persons 
who  established  this  company  hon&  fide  intended  and 
believed  that  they  could  establish  a  good  and  bon&  fide 
company. 

The  other  answer  to  this  complaint  of  the  Plaintiff  is, 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  company  has  never  been 
established,  and  that  there  are  no  shares  to  be  returned. 

There 
{a)  34  Law  J.  (Chanc.)  552. 


Denton 

V. 
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1866.  There  were  shares  in  a  company  which  had  been  pro* 
visionally  registered,  but  this  company  does  not  exist, 
for  they  found  they  could  not  carry  it  into  effect,  and 
Macneil.  accordingly  it  has  no  existence.  It  also  appears  that 
after  several  letters  from  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  to  the 
Plaintiff  in  October  and  November^  1857,  the  Plaintiff 
proposed  to  Sir  John  Macneil,  in  Jantiary,  1868,  that  he 
should  go  down  and  superintend  the  management  of 
the  great  oven  at  a  place  called  Maesteg y^nd  accordingly 
he  did  so,  with  the  sanction  of  the  directors  at  a  meeting 
on  the  30th  January.  He  must  very  soon,  in  1858, 
have  seen  what  was  the  nature  of  the  undertaking,  but 
he  takes  no  steps  whatever  in  the  matter,  and  this  bill 
is  not  filed  until  December,  1863,  although  in  the 
beginning  of  1858  he  must  have  been  perfectly  well 
aware  of  the  state  of  circumstances.  There  were,  there- 
fore, very  nearly  six  years  from  the  time  that  he  first 
went  down  to  superintend  these  works  to  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  the  bill.  In  my  opinion  therefore  he  fails, 
first,  because  if  there  were  shares  in  a  company  which 
he  required  to  have  cancelled,  he  must  make  out  that  be 
has  been  fraudulently  deceived,  which  in  jny  opinion  be 
does  not  do;  secondly,  because  he  must  have  known 
exactly  in  1858  how  the  matter  stood,  and  yet  he  takes 
no  steps  for  nearly  six  years  afterwards ;  and  thirdly, 
because  there  is  no  company  to  which  the  shares  can  be 
returned. 

If  the  Plaintiff  required  the  repayment  of  his  deposit, 
because  he  has  no  shares,  as  in  point  of  fact  none  exist, 
the  proper  mode  would  have  been  to  bring  an  action  at 
law  for  it.  He  could  have  maintained  an  action,  sup- 
posing that  he  has  merits  in  the  case,  and  it  would  not 
have  been  necessary  to  come  into  equity  for  that  purpose. 

The  Plaintiff  might  possibly  be  entitled  to  some  re- 
muneration 
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muneration  from  Sir  John  Macneil  and  the  other  directors 
for  his  superintendence  of  the  aflfairs  of  the  company 
and  for  his  services,  and  the  bill  makes  some  claim  in 
that  respect.  But  if  that  be  so,  the  Plaintiff's  proper 
remedy  would  be  by  an'  action  at  law  upon  the  agree- 
ment between  him  and  the  directors,  and  not  by  bill  in 
equity. 


1866. 


The  only  other  ground  on  which,  in  my  opinion,  it 
would  have  been  possible  for  the  Plaintiff  to  maintain  his 
suit  is  this : — He  might  have  said,  '*  I  was  one  of  several 
persons  who  endeavoured  to  form  a  company,  and  for 
that  purpose  we  paid  a  great  deal  of  money  in  en- 
deavouring to  bring  out  a  joint  concern  for  our  common 
benefit,  and  in  which  undertaking  we  were  partners. 
But  I  have  paid  more  than  my  share,  and  you  are  bound, 
upon  a  due  account  being  taken,  to  repay  what  I  have 
overpaid.  We  endeavoured  to  produce  a  certain  work,  we 
were,  so  to  say,  tenants  in  common  or  jointly  interested 
in  the  affair,  and  we  ought  to  bear  the  liabilities  jointly 
between  us."  But  I  find  that  no  such  case  is  made  by 
the  bill.  It  asks  that  the  Defendants  may  pay  the 
Plaintiff  what  he  has  advanced,  and  not  that  all  the 
expenses  of  every  sort  and  description  of  this  concern 
should  be  ascertained  and  borne  pari  passu  by  everybody 
concerned.  It  appears  that  considerable  expenses  have 
been  incurred,  that  the  directors  have  been  compelled  to 
repay  some  of  the  deposits  paid  upon  applications  for 
shares,  and  there  must  have  also  been  office  and  other 
expenses  incurred.  But  all  that  the  Plaintiff  proposes 
is,  that  the  whole  of  what  he  has  spent  shall  be  repaid 
him,  or  else  that  the  Defendants  may  contribute  to  what 
he  has  spent,  but  not  that  all  the  expenses  shall  be 
ascertained,  he  undertaking  to  pay  what,  if  anything, 
should  be  found  due  from  him  on  taking  the  account, 
which  very  possibly  might  turn  out  against  him.     It  is 

VOL.  XXXV — IV.  u  u  obvious 
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obvious  thai  it  is  not  the  scope  and  object  of  the  suit  to 
have  a  mutual  contribution  to  all  the  expenses. 

That  being  my  view  of  the  case,  I  think  the  Plaintiff 
fails.  He  knew  what  he  was  about,  and  if  he  has  any 
remedy,  it  is  at  law,  and  he  canhot  come  into  equity  on 
a  bill  framed  as  this  is.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  4,  11. 

The  meaning 
of  the  word 
**  survive,"  in 
a  limitation  of 
property,  is, 
that  the  person 
to  survive  shall 
be  living  at  the 
time  of  the 
event  which 
he  is  to  sur- 
vive ;  it  does 
not  moan 
living  at  any 
time  whatever 
after  the  event 
referred  to. 
Consequently, 
a  gift  over,  if 
there  should  be 
DO  child  or  re- 
moter issue  of 
A.  B.  who 
should  survive 
the  testator 
and  A,  B  ,  and 
should  live  to 
attain  twenty- 
one,  is  not  void 
for  remoteness. 


GEfiw.  LIDDELL.    (No.  4.) 

npHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  1855,  demised  and 
''^  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees 
and  (subject  to  certain  trusts  which  it  is  unnecessary  to 
state)  upon  trust  for  his  nephew,  Thomas  Stephen 
Whitaker,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of 
Thomas  Stephen  Whitaher  who  should  attain  twenty- 
one. 

And  he  provided,  that  if  any  of  such  children  should 
die  before  attaining  twenty-one  leaving  issue  at  his 
decease,  such  issue  should  take  his  parent's  share.  But, 
in  case  any  such  child  of  his  nephew  should  die  under 
twenty-one  without  leaving Jssue,  or  leaving  such  they 
should  all  die  before  attaining  twenty-one,  then  his  share 
should  be  equally  divided  amongst  the  other  children  ' 
then  living  and  the  lawful  issue  of  such  of  them  as 
should  be  then  dead,  such  issue  taking  their  parentis 
share. 

Then   followed   the  clause   on   which   the    question 
turned,  which  was  as  follows : — 

"  Provided  always 
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''  Provided  always  and  I  do  hereby  declare  and  1866. 
direct,  that  if  there  shall  be  no  child  or  children  or 
remoter  issue  of  my  said  nephew  who  shall  sarvioe  me 
and  my  said  nephew  and  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  and  in  such  case,  the  whole  of 
my  said  real  and  residuary  personal  estate  and  effects, 
moneys  and  premises  hereinbefore  devised  and  be- 
queathed, shall,  after  the  decease  of  my  said  nephew 
and  such  failure  of  issue  as  aforesaid,  go  over  and  be  in 
trust  for  and  to  be  conveyed,  surrendered,  assigned,  paid 
and  applied  unto  and  for  my  three  cousins,  George 
William  Moore  Liddell  and  the  said  William  Liddell 
and  Charles  Liddell^  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the  nature  and 
quality  thereof  respectively,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants 
in  common," 

Charles  Liddell  having  died  a  bachelor,  the  testator, 
in  1857,  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  and  he  thereby 
revoked  the  gift  to  the  three  Idddells,  and  after  making 
certain  devises  in  favor  of  the  Plaintiffs  William  Oee^ 
John  Gee  and  Walter  Gee,  he  made  an  ultimate  and 
residuary  gift,  the  validity  of  which  was  contested,  to 
George  W.  M,  Liddell  and  William  Liddell,  their 
heirs,  &c. 

The  testator  made  a  second  codicil  in  1859,  whereby 

he  revoked  the  ultimate  gift  of  his  residue  to  the  two 

Liddells,  and  he  gave  it  to  the  three  Plaintiffs,  William 

'  R.  Gee,  John   Gee  and    Walter  M.   Gee,  their  heirs, 

*c. 

The  testator  died  in  1860,  leaving  his  nephew  Thomas 
Stephen  Whitaher  his  heir-at-law,  who  had  never  had 
a  child. 

u  u  2  This 
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This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  three  6?««x  against 
George  W  .M.  Liddell,  Wm.  Liddell  and  Mr.  Hickman 
(the  three  trustees  and  executors),  and  against  Thom€u 
Stephen  Whitaker,  for  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the 
will  and  the  administration  of  the  estate. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  gift  ov€r  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs was  not  too  remote,  for  if  so,  they  would  then  have 
no  sufficient  interest  in  the  residue  to  enable  them  to 
continue  the  suit  This  depended  (as  was  held)  on  the 
validity  of  the  gift  to  the  three  cousins  set  forth  in  the 
.  above  proviso. 

Mr.  Baggallay,  Mr.^.  Smith  and  Mr.  Jacksorty  forthe 
three  Plaintiffs  W.^J.  and  W.  Gee,  argued  that  "  issue'* 
was  to  be  construed  ''children,"  that  the  limitation  was 
not  too  remote,  there  being  a  double  contingency,  and 
the  ultimate  gift  being  so  worded  as  to  take  effect  in 
the  event  of  the  three  nephews  surviving  living  per- 
sons. They  cited Festing  v.  All€n(a) ;  Evers  y.  Choi" 
,   li8{b). 

Sir  R.  Palmer  (Attorney-General)  and  Mr.  Waller, 
*  for  Thomas  S.  Whitaker,  the  heir-at-law  and  next-of-kin, 
.  argued  that  the  gift  over,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no 
«  children  or  remoter  issue  of  the  nephew  who  should 
;  attain  twenty-one,  was  clearly  too  remote,  as  it  would 
^  not  necessarily  take  effect  within  the  period  of  a  life  in 
being  and  twenty-one  years  after;  that  surviving  the 
'.  testator  and  his  nephew  meant  living  atany  time  after 
'  their  deaths,  and  must  have  reference  to  the  previous 
;  gifts. 

They 

;  (a)  12  Mee.  ^  WeL  279,  and         (h)  7  H.  of  L.  Cc«.  531,  and 
.  5  Hare,  576.  18  Q.  B.  224. 
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They  cited  Dungannon  v.  Smith(a);  Deer  hurst  v.  Duke        1866. 
of  St.  Albans  {b);  Ware  v.  Polhill{c). 

Mr.  Rendall,  for  William  ZWcfe//,  argued  that  the 
substituted  gifts  by  the  codicil  were  void  for  remoteness; 
that  the  object  of  the  revocation  was  merely  to  give 
eflfect  to  the  substituted  gift  in  favor  of  other  persons^ 
and  that  if  those  substituted  gifts  failed,  the  revocation, 
introduced  only  for  the  purpose  of  such  substitution,  be^- 
came  ineffectual,  and  that  the  original  gift  to  the  Liddells 
remained  intact.  He  distinguished  the  case  of  a  simple 
revocation  from  a  revocation  accompanied  by  a  substitu- 
tion, Secondly,  be  insisted  th^t  that  gift  to  the  Liddells 
was  not  too  remote,  as  the  survivorship  was  limited  to 
the  period  of  the  death  of  the  testator  and  his  nephew. 
He  cited  Onions  v.  Tyrer  {d) ;  Lewis  on  Perpetuities  (e); 
Re  Thatcher  (/) ;  Ex  parte  Earl  of  Ilchester  (g) ; 
Robertson  v.  Powell {h);  Barclay  v.  Maskelyne  {i)j 
Jarrnan  on  Wills (^k), 

Mr.  Baggallay  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  on  this  will  and  the  two  codicils  is,       Jimell. 
whether  the  gifts  contained  in  them  upon  the  failure  of 
the  children  or  remoter  issue  of  the  nephew  is  or  is  not 
too  remote,  and  if  not,  then  who  is  entitled  upder  the 
gift  over. 

[His  Lordship  stated  the  limitation  of  the  residue  in 

the  will  to  the  nephew  and  bis  children.] 

The 

(a)  \2Cl.Sf  Fin.  546.  (c)  Page  506. 

(6)  5  Madd.  232,  and  2  CL  Sf  (f)  26  Beuv.  365. 

Fm.  611.  ig)  7  Fcjr.348. 

(c)  n   Ve$,  283.  (A)  10  JurUt,  442. 

id)  1    Feere   Wmi.   343,  and  (i)  Johns.  125. 

Fr.  €h.  459w  (fc)   Vol.  1,  p.  156  (Zrd.ediU), 
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1866.  The  gift  over  is  'Mf  there  shall  be  no  child  or  children 

or  remoter  issue  of  my  said  nephew  who  shall  survive 
me  and  my  said  nephew  and  shall  live  to  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years." 

Now  this  gift  over  is  clearly  too  remote,  unless  the 
effect  of  the  word  ** survive^*  is  to  confine  the  happening 
of  the  event  on  which  it  is  to  take  effect  to  the  day  of 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator  and  his 
nephew. 

It  is  argued  that  the  word  ^*  survive**  imports  that  the 
person  to  survive  must  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  per- 
son whom  he  is  to  survive,  and  that  it  cannot,  according 
to  the  ordinary  import  of  the  words  (to  give  an  instance) 
be  said  that  Geo.  III.  survived  William  III.  That  it 
is  true  that  Geo.  III.  survived  his  father  and  his  grand- 
father, but  that  he  did  not  survive  Geo.  I.  or  any  of  the 
other  monarchs  who  preceded  him  on  the  throne  of 
this  realm. 

In  answer  to  this,  it  is  argued  that  the  meaning  of  the 
word  ^^ survive**  is  more  extensive,  because  if  it  were  so 
restricted  it  would  defeat  the  previous  gift  to  the  remoter 
issue  of  the  nephew,  which  I  have  read  and  which 
clearly  is  not  confined  to  the  children  living  at  the  death 
of  the  nephew.  It  is  true  that  this  criticism  is  correct 
to  this  extent : — that  the  gift  over  would,  if  so  construed, 
have  that  effect;  but  I  think  that  this  result  ought  not 
to  induce  the  Court  to  give  any  other  than  the  ordinary 
meaning  to  the  words  used  by  the  testator. 

My  opinion  is  that  the  meaning  of  the  word  **  sur- 
vive** or  ^'survivor**  imports  that  a  person  who  is  to 
survive  must  be  living  at  the  time  when  the  event  which 
he   is   to   survive  happens.     I  have  consulted  several 

dictionaries 
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dictionaries  on  this  subject^  such  as  Johnson  and  Richard-        1866. 

son  and  the  authorities  cited  by  tbem^  and  it  appears  to 

me  in  all  instances  to  mean  io  outUve,th^i  is,  to  be  alive  at 

the  time  of  a  particular  event  or  the  death  of  a  particular      Liod^h.. 
, .  ,  •         ,       .  .  (No,  4.) 

person,  which  event  or  person  the  other  is  to  survive. 

It  is  true  that  Dr.  Johnson  puts,  as  one  of  the  meanings, 

"to  live  after  the  death  of  another,"  which,  if  taken  in  its 

full  sense,  would  bear  out  the  meaning  contended  for 

by  the  Defendants.     But  all  the  passages  cited  from  the 

Engh'sh  writers  tend  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  person 

who  survives  an  event  must  be  living  at  the  time  when 

that  event  takes  place.     The  expression  to  live  after  is 

somewhat  ambiguous  in  itself,  and  it  is  not  the  ordinary 

meaning  as  contended  for  by  the  Defendants.     I  also 

think  that,  in  construing   wills,  words  ought   to    have 

such   meaning  given  to  them  (to   use   the  expression 

used  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Forth  v.  Chapman  {a)  ), 

that  res  magis  valeat  quam  pereat. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  word  "  survive^*'  properly 
speaking,  imports  that  to  prevent  this  gift  from  taking 
effect  the  remoter  issue  of  the  nephew  must  be  alive  at 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator  and  his  nephew, 
and  consequently  that  the  gift  over  is  confined  to  the 
contingency  which  gives  efllect  to  it  taking  place  at  the 
death  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator  and  his  nephew; 
that  consequently  the  gift  over  is  not  too  remote,  and 
that  on  the  will  alone,  if  unaffected  by  the  codicils,  the 
gift  over  to  the  three  cousins  George  William  Moore 
Liddell,  William  Liddell  and  Charles  Liddell  would 
take  effect. 

[His  Lordship  next  considered  the  effect  of  the  two 
codicils,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  further  than 
he  came  to  the  following  conclusion  : — ] 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  a 

sufficient 
(fl)  1  Peere  Wms.  663. 
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sufficient  locus  standi  to  enable  them  to  maintain  and 
continue  this  suit,  as,  in  some  possible  events,  they  may 
become  interested  in  the  property ;  but  I  shall  make  no 
declaration  of  rights  until  the  event  arises  which  makes 
this  necessary. 
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CONTAINED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


ABATEMENT. 
A  person  served  with  the  decree 
afterwards  married  : — Held,  that 
the  proper  way  of  bringing  the 
trustees  of  her  marriage  settle- 
ment before  the  Court  was  by 
service  of  the  decree.  White  v. 
Stewart.  Page  304 

ACCOUNT. 
1.  j4,  B.J  who  was  both  heir  and  ad- 
ministrator, gave  to  a  creditor  of 
the  intestate  a  mortgage  on  the 
descended  estate  for  his  debt, 
which  he  covenanted  to  pay.  The 
creditor  thereupon  gave  to  A.  D., 
as  administrator,  a  receipt  for  the 
debt,  but  no  money  passed  : — 
Held,  in  taking  an  account  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  intestate  as 
against  A.  B.,  that  he  was  entitled 
to  charge  the  amount  of  this  debt 
as  a  payment  out  of  the  personal 
estate.   Georges, George.  (No.  2.) 

882 


2.  A  bill  by  one  of  several  projectom 
of  an  abortive  company  against 
his  co-projectors  for  repayment  of 
moneys  expended  by  him  in  at- 
tempting to  carry  out  the  project 
cannot  be  maintained;  the  bill 
should  pray  a  general  account  of 
the  expenditure  and  a  due  adjust- 
ment between  all  the  projectors. 
Denton  v.  MacneiL  Page  652 

ACTION. 

See  Rectification  of  Register. 

ACT  OF  BANKRUPTCY. 

In  March,  a  trader  assigned  all  his 
goods,  &c.  to  A,  B,,  to  secure  a 
composition  to  his  creditors,  and 
A.  B.  became  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment. The  wife  of  the  trader  be- 
came surety  to  A.  B.  in  respect  to 
her  separate  estate.  In  November, 
the  trader  was  made  bankrupt,  and 
A.  B.  entered  into  an  arrangement 
by  which  he  gave  up  the  goods  to 
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the  assignee : — Held^  that  /I,  B.*s 
assignment  was  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  wife's  separate 
estate  as  surety  was  not  released. 
Hardwick  v.  IVright.       Page  133 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT. 
A  testator  directed  his  executors  to 
apply  600/.  in  getting  an  act  of 
parliament  to  confirm  an  invalid 
disposition  made  by  him  of  real 
estate  to  a  charity : — Hehi^  that 
this  imposed  no  duty  or  obligation 
on  the  executors.  Wickham  v. 
Marquess  of  Rath,  5  9 

ISee  School. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

1,  Acquiescence  in  one  breach  of 
covenant,  not  considered  material, 
will  not  prevent  the  covenantee 
complaining  of  another  breach 
which  affects  the  value  of  his 
property.    Western  v.  Macdermot. 

243 

2.  A  shareholder,  who  had  taken 
shares  on  the  faith  of  a  prospectus, 
afterwards  discovered  that  by  the 
articles  of  association  the  objects  of 
the  company  materially  differed 
from  those  stated  in  the  pro- 
spectus. He  subsequently  dealt 
with  the  shares  as  owner,  by 
attempting  to  sell  them  : — f/eW, 
that  he  had  acquiesced  and  could 
not  afterwards  repudiate  them  on 
the  ground  of  the  misrepresen- 
tation. Re  The  Hop  and  Malt 
Exchange  and  Warehouse  Company 
{Lmiledy     Brigg's  Case.         273 


ADMINISTRATION. 
After  a  decree  in  an  administration 
suit  for  payment  of  the  debts 
and  of  the  remaining  assets  to 
the  parties  entitled,  persons  in 
France,  claiming  as  creditors,  and 
who  had  not  come  in  under  the 
decree,  took  proceedings  there 
against  the  executors :  on  the  peti- 
tion of  the  executors  tlie  order 
for  payment  to  the  beneficiaries 
was  stayed.  Brett  v.  Carmichael. 
Page  840 
See  Account,  1. 

Admission  of  Assets. 

Separate  Estate,  5, 

Statute  of  Limitations. 

ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 

1.  Distinction  between  a  decree  to 
administer  the  estate  of  j1.  B.  and 
a  decree  directing  liis  legal  per- 
sonal representative  either  to  ad- 
mit assets  or  to  account.  George 
v.  George.     (No.  1.)  850 

2,  When,  after  a  decree  directing  a 
legal  personal  representative  to 
admit  assets  or  account,  he  pays 
debts,  he  will  be  allowed  thero, 
though  the  estate  should  prove 
deficient.  But  when  such  a  pay- 
ment is  made  after  a  decree  for 
the  administration  of  th«  estate 
the  rule  is  otherwise.     Ibid, 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Remarks  on  the  impropriety  of 
making  the  statutory  affidavit,  as 
to  belief  in  the  statements  of  a 
petition  to  wind  up,  without  in- 
quiry as  to  the  truth  of  such  state- 
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mcnt.  In  re  The  Anglo-Greek 
Steam  Navigation  and  Trading 
Company  {Limited),  Page  399 

AFFIDAVIT  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

By  a  consent  order  made  in  an  ad- 
ministration suit^  a  purchaser  was 
to  be  bound  by  any  order,  as  if  lie 
were  a  party  to  the  suit  and  his 
contract  had  been  the  subject  of 
it.  Upon  a  dispute  arising  be- 
tween  the  purchaser  and  vendors : 
— Seldf  that  the  purchaser  was 
entitled  to  call  on  the  vendors  to 
make  an  affidavit  of  documents 
and  to  produce  them.  Dent  v. 
Dent.  126 

AGENT. 
See  Company,  3. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

AGREEMENT. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

ALLOTMENT. 
Alteration  of  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion of  a  company  between  an 
application  for  shares  and  their 
allotment,  held  not  to  invalidate 
the  allotment,  such  alteration  being 
made  under  the  authority  of  the 
«*  Companies  Act,  1862,"  and  the 
objects  of  the  company  not  being 
thereby  altered.  Re  The  English, 
8^c.  Rolling  Stock  Company. 
Lyon's  Case,  Q^Q 

ANCIENT  LIGHTS. 
1.  If  the  owner  of  ode  of  several 
houses  throws  out  a  bow  in  the 


rear,  of  the  depth  of  eight  feet 
(the  whole  space  opposite  being 
open),  his  next  door  neighbour 
cannot,  on  the  ground  of  an  inter- 
ference with  his  ancient  lights, 
prevent  it.  But  it  would  be  a 
sufficient  injury,  if  contrary  to  an 
express  covenant,  to  induce  the 
Court  to  interfere.  Western  v. 
Macdermot,  Page  243 

2.  A  suit  cannot  be  sustained  in  this 
Court  for  the  purpose  of  recover- 
ing damages  for  an  invasion  of 
ancient  lights  when  the  injunction 
is  refused.     Calcraft  v.  Thompson. 

559 

3.  An  act  of  parliament  alone  can 
give  any  person  the  right  of  taking 
the  property  of  another  without 
his  consent  on  payment  of  an 
adequate  pecuniary  compensation, 
and  the  right  to  light  and  air  is  as 
much  property  as  the  land  which 
enjoys  this  easement  on  the  land 
of  another.      Dunball  v.   Walters. 

565 

ANNUITY. 

See  Corpus  and  Income. 

ANTICIPATION. 

See  Remoteness,  1. 

APPOINTMENT. 

See  Power. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

1.  Royalties  payable  periodically 
under  leases  granted  subsequent 
to  the  Apportionment  Act  (1834) 
by  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  power 
contained  in  a  settlement  prior  to 
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that    act  : — Held,    apportionable. 
Llewellyn  v.  Rous,  P^g^  ^^1 

2.  The  Apportionmtnt  Act  (1831) 
applies  both  to  the  case  where  the 
instrument  creating  the  life  interest 
is  subsequent  to  that  act,  and  also 
where  the  lease  is  subsequent  to 
it.     IlwL 

ARTICLES  OF  ASSOCIATION. 

Every  subscriber  in  a  public  com- 
pany is  bound  to  know  the  articles 
of  association,  and  cannot  com- 
plain of  anything  disclosed  in  them, 
which,  if  he  does  not  know,  he 
might  and  ought  to  know.  In  re 
The  Anglo  Greek  Steam  Navigation 
S^c.  Trading  Company  {Limited), 

397 
See  AcauiEscENCE,  2, 
Prospectus. 

ASSIGNMENT  WITHOUT 

LICENCE. 

See  Lease,  I. 

ATTESTATION. 
A  grant  of  land  to  charitable  uses 
was  attested  by  one  witness  only, 
but  two  other  persons  who  exe- 
cuted the  deed  were  present : — 
Held,  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirements 
ofthe  Statute  of  Mortmain.  fVick- 
ham  V.  Marquess  of  Bath,  59 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
See  Right  op  Way,  1. 


BANKRUPTCY. 
1 .  A  married  woman  became  entitled 
to  a  legacy.     Her  husband  settled 


it  on  her  and  her  children,  reserv- 
ing to  himself  a  life  estate,  deter- 
minable on  his  bankruptcy,  &c.: 
—  Held,  that  the  limitation  was 
valid.     Montejiore  v.  Behrens, 

Page  95 

2.  Under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  for 
three  years,  with  an  option  to  the 
lessee  to  have  an  extension  of  the 
term,  the  option,  on  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  lessee,  passes,  with 
the  interest,  to  the  assignees,  under 
the  141st  section  of  the  12  &  13 
Vict,  c.  106,  and  semble  not  as  a 
power  under  the  liZth  section. 
Buckland  v.  Papillon.  281  * 

3.  In  1856,  the  Defendant  agreed  with 
G,  F.  B,  to  grant  him  a  lease  of 
some  property  for  three  years,  and, 
when  called  on  by  G.  F.  B,,  to 
grant  him  a  lease  for  three  years, 
or  for  the  whole  of  his,  the  De- 
fendant's, term.  In  1861-,  G.  F,  B. 
became  bankrupt,  and  his  assignee 
sold  his  interest  to  the  PlaintifiP, 
who  called  on  the  Defendant  to 
grant  the  extended  term  i—Held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  relief.     Ibid. 

See  Act  of  Bankruptcy. 
Forfeiture,  4. 
Notice,  2. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  2,  3. 

BEQUEST. 
See  Will  and  its  References. 

BOND. 

Whether  bonds  issued  by  a  public 
company^  in  which  the  names  of 
the  obligees  are  lefl  in  blank,  are 
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valid,  qucere.     In  re  Strand  Music 
Mail  Company  (  Limiled). 

Page  153 

BORROWING  POWERS. 
The  78ih  clause  of  articles  of  asso- 
ciation limited  the  power  of  the 
directors  of  borrowing  to  10,000/., 
unless  authorized  by  a  **  general 
meeting."  By  the  S5th  clause,  a 
"  special  meeting"  might  authorize 
the  borrowing  of  such  sums  as  it 
thought  fit:— //c/c/,  that  the  di- 
rectors might  be  authorized  to 
borrow  beyond  10,000/.,  either 
by  a  general  or  a  special  meeting. 
Jn  re  Strand  Music  Hall  Company 
(Limited).  153 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
See  Mortgage,  1. 
Trustee,  4. 

BRICKFIELD. 
See  Tenant  for  Life  and  Re- 
mainderman, 1. 

BUILDING  LAND. 

Building  land  was  sold  in  a  number 
of  lots,  subject  to  certain  conditions 
as  to  fencing,  repairing  the  roads, 
and  to  restrictions  as  to  the  class 
of  houses  to  be  built.  The  con- 
ditions also  provided,  that  state- 
ments to  this  effect  should  be  in- 
serted in  the  conveyances.  By  the 
15th  condition,  the  vendor  reserved 
the  light  of  selling  the  unsold  lots 
under  different  arrangements,  **and 
either  subject  to  or  not  subject  to 
the  stipulations  as  to  fencing  and 
other  stipulations  contained  in  the 


particulars  or  the  conditions  :"— 
Held,  first,  that  as  to  the  unsold 
lots  the  vendor  was  subject  to 
none  of  the  restrictions  :  secondly, 
that  the  purchasers  were  bound  to 
have  not  only  the  restrictive  con- 
ditions stated  on  thetr  conveyances, 
but  also  the  15thy  in  favor  of  the 
vendor:  and  thirdly,  that  a  sepa- 
rate deed  of  covenant  by  a  pur- 
chaser as  to  the  restrictions  was 
a  sufficient  compliance  with'  the 
provision  as  to  the  statement  on 
the  conveyances,  Sidney  v.  Clark- 
son.  Page  118 


CALLS. 
See  Rectification  of  Register. 

CAPITAL. 
A  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  con- 
vert and  invest,  and  he  directed 
them  to  permit  his  wife  to  receive, 
**  from  his  death,  the  net  annual 
income  actually  produced  by  his 
trust  property,  howsoever  consti- 
tuted or  invested."  The  testator 
was  in  partnership,  the  accounts 
of  the  profits  of  which  were  made 
up  in  July  in  each  year,  and  he 
was  entitled,  at  the  end  of  each 
year,  to  be  credited  with  interest 
on  his  capital.  The  testator  hav- 
ing died  in  March, — Held  that  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  the  whole 
profits  of  the  business  from  the 
preceding  July,  but  that  she  was 
only  entitled  to  an  apportioned 
share  of  the  interest  on  the  tes- 
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tator's  capital,  as  from  his  death. 
Ibbotsou  V.  Elam,  Page  594 

CAPTAIN. 
See  Ship«  2. 

CESTUI  QUE  VIE. 
See  CoYBNAMT  TO  Rknew. 

CHAMPERTY. 

1.  DistinctioD  between  selling  a  mere 
right  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance, and  selling  the  property 
itself  after  such  a  conveyance.  In 
the  first  case,  the  purchaser  can- 
not sue  to  set  aside  the  convey- 
ance, but  in  the  latter  he  can. 
Dickinson  v.  Burrell.  257 

2.  In  1 860,  A.  B.  sold  and  conveyed 
aome  property  to  C  Z).  A  fterwards, 
in  1864,  A.  ^.,  by  a  deed  reciting 
that  the  deed  of  1 860  was  invalid, 
voluntarily  conveyed  the  same 
property  to  trustees  for  himself 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
children : — Held^  that  the  infant 
children  of  A.  B.  could  maintain 
a  suit,  as  sole  Plaintiffs,  to  set 
aside  the  deed  of  I860;  the  right 
to  sue  being  incidental  to  the  pro- 
perty conveyed.     IbUI. 

CHARGE. 
See  Land  Registry. 
Mortgage^  2. 

CHARGE  ON  REAL  ESTATE. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  out 
of  the  rents  and  produce,  or  by  a 
sale  or  other  disposition  thereof  to 
raise  an  annuity  for  his  wife  and 


certain  legacies,  and  to  invest  the 
surplus.  He  directed  a  sale  of  his 
real  estate  after  the  death  of  his 
wife,  and  gave  his  residue  to  his 
children : — Held,  that  the  personal 
estate  was  not  primarily  charged 
with  the  annuity,  but  that  the  real 
and  personal  estate  formed  one 
common  fund  for  its  payment. 
Bedford  v.  Bedford.  Page  584 

See  Specific  Legacy. 

CHARITY. 

See  Attestation. 
Mortmain. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 

See  Ship. 

CHILDREN. 
See  Class. 

CHURCH  OF  ENGLAND 
SCHOOL. 

See  School. 

CLASS. 
A  testator  having  made  gifls  to  the 
three  children  of  his  first  marriage, 
gave  his  residue  to  his  wife  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  five  children 
of  his  second  marriage  (by  name) 
*'  and  such  other  child  or  children 
as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of 
his  death  :" — Held,  on  the  con- 
text, that  the  children  of  the  first 
marriage  were  not  included  in 
the  residuary  gif\.  Loeejoy  v. 
Crajter.  149 

See  Survivorship,  1. 

COLLIERY. 

See  Mortgagor  and  Mortoaoec. 
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COMPANY. 

1.  It  is  not  an  abandonment  of  the 
objects  of  a  company  if,  where, 
being  established  for  three  or  four 
purposes,  it  abandons  one  and 
carries  on  the  others;  provided 
such  abandonment  docs  not  alter 
the  fundamental  principle  of  the 
company.  The  Norncgian  Titanic 
Iron  Company  (^Limited), 

Page  223 

2.  A  mining  company,  empowered 
to  raise  money,  gave  a  security  to 
bankers  for  monies  due  and  to  be- 
come due  from  the  contractor,  to 
whom  they  were  indebted : — Held, 
that  though  the  company  could 
not  guarantee  the  debt  of  a  stranger, 
still,  that  the  advances  to  the  con- 
tractor might  be  valid  if  he  were 
the  agent  of  the  company,  and 
semble,  that  the  security  would  be 
valid  to  the  extent  of  the  money 
properly  expended  by  the  con- 
tractor on  the  works  of  the  com- 
pany. The  Crenver,  S^c.  Mining 
Company  (^Limited)  v.  Willy ams, 

35$ 
S.  The  power  given  to  a  company, 
by  the  41st  section  of"  The  Com- 
panies Act,  1856"  (19  &  SJO  Fict. 
c.  47)y  to  contract  for  land  by  a 
person  acting  under  its  express  or 
implied  authority,  is  not,  as  regards 
a  company  formed  under  that  act 
taken  away  by  the  Companies  Act 
of  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89) 
although  it  repeals  the  act  of 
1856 ;  for  it  is  a  •*  right  or  privi- 
lege" preserved  by  the  206th  sec- 
tion. Prince  v.  Prince,  386 
See  Account,  2. 
Acquiescence,  2 


See  Allotment. 

Articles  of  Association. 

Bond. 

Borrowing  Powers. 

Contributory. 

Costs,  2,  5,  7. 

Directors. 

Jurisdiction. 

Liquidator. 

Prospectus. 

Public  Company. 

Rectification  of  Register. 

Shares. 

Transfer  of  Shares. 

Vendor's  Lien. 

Winding  up. 

COMPANIES  ACT,  1862. 
See  Winding-up. 

CONDITION. 

1.  A  condition  of  marriage  with 
consent :  Heldt  subsequent  and 
not  precedent,  and  its  performance 
having  become  impossible,  by  the 
act  of  God,  was  dispensed  with. 
ColUtt  V.  Collett.  Page  3 1 2 

2.  A  testator  gave  a  share  of  his 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  daughter,  her  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators  and  assigns, 
to  be  paid  at  twenty-one  or  on  her 
day  of  marriage,  provided  it  should 
take  place  with  the  consent  of  his 
widow.  There  was  a  gift  over  in 
case  of  her  death  **  without  having 
attained  twenty-one  years  or  been 
so  married  as  aforesaid  :"—//f/</, 
that  the  consent  was  a  condition 
subsequent,  and  that  the  daughter 
having  married  without  such  con- 
sent (her   mother  being  dead  at 
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tbe  time),  liad  a  Tested  interest, 
and  that  ber  share  oogfat  to  be 
trassferred  to  the  trustees  of  her 
•ettlecnenc.  thoogh  she  was  still  an 
infant.     CciUii  t.  CoiUii. 

Page  512 
5(ie  Fo&rcrrcRE. 

CONDITIONS  OF  SALE. 
See  BciiJ>uiG  Lajtd. 

CONDUCT  OF  SUIT. 
See  Is r ANT,  f. 


CONSENT. 

See  Condition. 
Practice. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Reversion. 

Setting  aside  Deed. 

CONSOLS. 
See  Investment. 

CONSTRUCTION. 
See  Borrowing  Powers. 
Class. 

Covenant  to  Settle. 
Deed. 
Hospital. 
Lease,  2. 
Partnership,  1. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Power    to     Appoint    New 

Trustees. 
Remoteness. 
Survivorship,  1. 
Voluntary  Deed. 

CONTINGENCY. 
See  Contingent  Legacy. 


CONTINGENT  LEGACY. 
A  testator  bequeathed  his  leasehold 
estate  to  trustees,  in  trust,  out  of 
the  renu,  to  pay  an  annuity  to  his 
daughter,  and  be  proceeded:— 
•*  And  I  hereby  direct,  that  if  my 
son  Henry,  now  absent,  shall, 
within  five  years,  make  his  claim 
to  my  trustees,  he  shall  be  entitled 
to  and  receive  one  moiety  of  mj 
said  leasehold  esUte,  subject 
however,  together  with  the  other 
moiety  thereof  in  favour  of  mj 
son  Hlliiam,  to  the  annuity  and 
trusts  before  mentioned."  Henry 
made  no  claim:  —  HeU  that 
William  was  entitled  to  a  moiety 
of  the  leasehold  subject  to  the 
annuity,  and  that  the  gift  to  him 
was  not  contingent  on  Henry  t 
claiming.  Partridge  v.  Toiler, 
(No.  2.)  Page  545 

CONTRACT. 

See  Separate  Estate,  2. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

CONTRACTOR. 

See  Company,  2. 

CONTRIBUTORY, 

1.  A  company  being  in  difBcuhieii 
A.  B.  gave  C.  £>.  SOL  to  take  a 
transfer  of  his  shares,  and  the 
transfer,  which  stated  (faUe)y)  that 
C.  D.  had  paid  A.  B.  25/.  for  the 
shares,  was  duly  registered.  About 
a  year  afterwards,  the  company 
was  ordered  to  be  wound  up:— 
Held,  that  A.  B,  was  not  a  con- 
tributory. Re  Hafod  Lead  Mining 
Company,     Slater* s  Case.         391 

2.  The  prospectus  of  a  company 
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stated,  that  the  capital  consisted 
of  15,000  shares  of  10/.  each ;  first 
issue  10,000  shares.  A.  B.  ap- 
plied for  shares,  which  were  al- 
lotted to  him  : — Ueld^  that  A.  D. 
could  not  resist  being  put  on  the 
list  of  contributories,  on  the  ground 
that  less  than  900  shares  had 
ever  been  taken.  Re  The  English, 
^c.  Rolling  Stock  Company,  Lyon*s 
Case.  Page  646 

S.  Shares  were  allotted  to  A»  D,  at 
a  meeting  of  three  directors,  and 
before  the  number  necessary  to 
form  a  quorum  had  been  deter- 
mined : — Held,  that  A.  B.  could 
not^  upon  the  Company  being 
wound  up,  insist  that  the  allot- 
ment to  him  was  invalid.     Ibid. 

CONVERSION. 

A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  to 
raise  an  annuity  for  his  widow 
and  invest  the  surplus,  and  after 
her  death,  he  directed  a  sale  of 
his  real  estate^  and  declared  that 
the  produce  ''should  be  deemed 
to  be  part  of  his  personal  estate 
and  should  be  subject  to  the  dis- 
position" of  his  personal  estate, 
which  he  gave  to  his  children  : — 
Held,  that  the  realty  was  converted 
into  personalty  only  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  will,  and  that  the  heir 
of  the  testator  was  entitled  to  so 
much  of  the  real  estate  as  had 
lapsed  by  the  death  of  a  child  in 
the  testator's  lifetime.  Bedford  v. 
Bedford.  584 

VOL.  XXXY— IV. 


COPYHOLDS. 
A,  D.,  being  tenant  on  the  rolls  of 
copyholds  held  in  trust,  devised 
them  to  C.  D.,  who  disclaimed. 
The  Court  having  made  an  order, 
under  the  Trustee  Act,  in  the 
absence  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
vesting  the  copyholds  in  a  new 
trustee  : — Held,  that  the  order  was 
regular  in  form,  and  that  it  did 
not  prejudice  the  right  of  the  lord. 
Paterson  v.  Paterson.  Page  506 
See  Fines. 

Tenant  for  Life  and  Re- 
mainderman, 4. 

CORPUS  AND  INCOME. 
A  testator  directed  his  trustees  to 
convert  the  residue  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  to  invest  sa 
much  money  as  would  produce 
200/.  a-year,  and  to  pay  it  to  his 
wife  during  her  life.  And  he 
gave  the  residue,  not  wanted  for 
that  purpose,  to  other  persons. 
The  widow  survived  five  years, 
and  the  deficiency  of  the  income 
of  the  residue  to  pay  her  annuity 
amounted  to  nearly  700/. : — Held, 
that  the  deficiency  was  payable 
out  of  the  corpus,    Percy  v.  Percy. 

295 

COSTS. 

1.  Executors  who  had  neglected  to 
produce  their  accounts  deprived 
of  their  costs  of  suit  up  to  the 
hearing.     Gresham  v.  Price,      47 

2,  A  petition,  presented  by  a  tenant 
for  life,  for  payment  of  the  income 
of  a  fund  paid  into  Court  under 

X  X 


-IT* 


:  yai  II  n'll  bw  dtt  fnOBUSai 

tffle,  die  moLier  wcat  oiE  vicftoat 
H«  m  aaoMd  !ib 
L  of  me  rirife.     Crmggt  ▼. 
Gr^.  loo 

5.  A  nflwaj  eompuiT  took  hmds 
t»  a  dkaritTt  and  the 

Cosn  aotkarized  tke  iiiTc«KMnt 
of  tKc  pardbasc-fBooey  in  wacer- 
verks: — iVd^  that  the  componj 
nntt  poj  tbe  costs  of  a  petitioo 
Cor  pojioeftt  cot  of  tke  parcltase- 
Booej.     i2^   Lmtknfpt  Cktwitjf. 

297 

6.  Roidoarj  legatees,  serrcd  vitk 
the  decree  aad  haiiog  liberty  to 
attend,  being  very  namerousi  the 
Coort  declined  allowing  them  more 
than  one  set  of  cosu  of  attending 
the  taking  the  acconnts.  Re  Tay^ 
iar,     Dambney  ▼.  Leake.  311 

7.  Shareholders,  who  appear  to  sap- 
port  or  resist  a  petition  to  wind 
up  a  company,  do  so  at  their  own 
cost,  unless  a  personal  charge  is 
made  against  them ;  in  which  case, 
the  director  or  member  assailed  is 
entitled  to  appear  separately^  and 


COVENANT. 

.  A,  oooTcys  a  plot  of  land  lo  B.  in 
fee,  and  ir  mains  owner  in  fise  of 
an  adjoiniiig  plot.  A,  and  B.  ht 
tbefBsclTes,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
enter  into  reciprocal  covenants 
against  building  on  their  respective 
plots  z^Heidj  that  whether  these 
eovenants  run  with  the  land  or 
not,  all  persons  claiming  iroder  A. 
and  Bm  are  bound  by  the  cove- 
nants.  Weeleru  r.  Macdermoi.  245 

»  This  Court  will  not  interfere  in 
the  case  of  a  mere  nominal  breach 
of  covenant.     I6kL 

See  ACQUIESGENCB,  I. 

BuiLiHKO  Land. 

COVEKANT  TO  ReHBW. 

Covenant  to  Settle. 
Notice,  3* 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


675 


COVENANT  TO  RENEW. 
Premises  were  demised  for  three 
lives  and  for  twenty  •one  years 
after  the  death  of  the  last  survivor. 
The  lessor  covenanted  with  the 
lessee  that  if  he  should  "  lose  a 
life,  and  think  proper  to  have  a 
new  life  put  in,  then,  within  six 
months  after  the  death  of  the  first 
life,  and  soon  continuing  the  term 
and  estate  thereby  demised,"  the 
lessor  •'  would  put  in  a  new  life :" — 
Held^  that  the  lessee  had  power  to 
introduce  one  new  life  only,  and 
that  one  in  the  place  of  the  first 
life  dropping,  but  with  a  new  term 
of  twenty-one  years,  commencing 
with  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
the  two  survivors  and  the  new  life. 
Walmesley  v.  Pilkington.  Page  362 

COVENANT  TO  SETTLE. 
A  marriage  settlement  recited  an 
agreement  that  the  after-acquired 
property  of  the  wife  should  be 
settled,  but  the  covenant  to  settle 
was  on  the  part  of  the  husband 
only : — Held,  that  the  wife  was 
not  bound  by  it.    Young  v.  Smiths 

87 

CREDITOR. 
See  Administration. 
Winding-up,  8. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION. 
A  witness  made  an  affidavit  and  died 
four  days  a(\erwards,  and  before 
she  could  be  cross-examined.  Her 
evidence  was  admitted  at  the 
hearing.     Davies  v.  OUif,  208 


DAMAGES. 

See  Ancient  Lights,  2. 

DEBENTURE. 
See  Bond* 

TrustbBi  S. 

DEBT. 
See  Satisfaction. 

SiPARATE  Estatb,  1|  2, 8, 6. 

DECREE. 

See  Administration. 
Mortgage,  8. 
Partnership,  2. 
Pleading. 
Practice. 

DEED. 

1.  Where  they  are  inconsistent,  the 
operative  part  of  a  deed  prevails 
over  the  recitals;  but  where  the 
operative  part  is  ambiguous,  the 
recitals  may  be  resorted  to  to  ex- 
plain the  ambiguity.  Young  v. 
Smith.  Page  87 

2.  The  proper  mode  of  construing 
any  written  instrument  is  to  give 
effect  to  every  part  of  it,  if  this  be 
possible,  and  not  to  strike  out  or 
nullify  one  clause  in  a  deed,  unless 
it  be  impossible  to  reconcile  it 
with  another  and  more  express 
clause  in  the  same  deed.  In  re 
Strand  Music  Hall  Company 
(Umited).  153 
See  Covenant  to  Settle. 

Evidence,  8. 

DELAY. 
See  Laches. 

Reversion,  4. 
xx2 
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DEMURRER. 

A  demurrer  to  part  of  the  bill,  un- 
accompanied by  a  plea  or  answer 
to  the  rest,  which  is  put  in  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
fih'ng  interrogatories,  is  irregular ; 
but  whether  it  would  be  regular  if 
accompanied  with  a  voluntary  an- 
swer to  the  rest  of  the  bill,  qwBre, 
Rome  V.  Tonkin.  Page  1 1 5 

See  Bankruptcy,  S. 

Multifariousness. 

Transfer  of  Shares,  2. 

DEPOSIT. 

See  Jurisdiction, 

Voluntary  Gift,  1. 

DESCRIPTION. 

A  person  purchased  a  piece  of  land 
abutting  on  O.  street  on  the  east 
and  on  T.  street  on  the  west.  He 
built  two  houses,  one  in  O.  street 
and  the  other  in  T.  street,  and  he 
divided  the  property  into  two  por- 
tions. By  his  will  he  devised  *'all 
that  his  freehold  estate  situate  in  7". 
street :" — Held,  that  the  whole 
property  passed.  Harman  v.  Gur- 
ner.  478 

DEVISE. 

1.  By  his  will,  the  testator  gave  **all 
that  my  messuage,  partly  freehold 
and  partly  leasehold,"  in  Cannon 
Street,  according  to  the  nature 
and  tenure  thereof,  respectively, 
in  trust  for  his  widow  for  life,  or, 
as  to  the  leaseholds,  for  so  long 
as  the  term  and  interest  in  them 


should  exist,  with  remainder  over. 
After  the  date  of  his  will,  the  re- 
version in  fee  of  the  leaseholds 
was  purchased  by,  and  conveyed 
to,  the  tesUtor :— //r/ii,  that  the 
fee  of  the  whole  passed  under  the 
specific  gid  of  **  my  messuage"  at 
C,  and  that  the  rest  of  the  devise 
was  descriptive.  Miles  v.  Miles. 
Page  191 
2.  A  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  in  trust, 
but  with  the  consent  of  his  widow, 
to  sell  and  invest  the  produce  and 
pay  the  income  therefrom  and  of 
his  estate  unsold  to  his  widow  for 
life,  and  after  her  death,  he  di- 
rected that  the  money  to  be  pro- 
duced by  his  estate,  '*  sold  before 
her  death,**  should  be  in  trust  for 
such  persons  as  she  should  by  deed 
or  will  appoint: — Held,  that  the 
widow's  power  did  not  extend  over 
real  estate  not  sold  during  her  life. 
Cross  V.  miks.  562 

See  Will  and  its  References. 


DIRECTORS. 

1 .  Where  directors  of  a  public  com- 
pany have  entered  into  an  informal 
agreement,  within  the  limits  of 
their  power,  it  is  in  equity  binding 
on  the  company,  and  this  Court 
will  give  effect  to  it.  In  re  Strand 
Music  Hall  Company  (^Limited), 

155 

2.  A  large  remuneration  to  the  pro- 
jector and  directors  of  a  company, 
if  openly  provided  for  by  the  arti- 
cles of  association,  cannot  after- 
wards   be  questioned    by  share- 
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holders.  In  re  The  Anglo-Greek 
Steam  Navigation  and  Trading 
Company  (Limited),         Page  399 

3.  Observations  as  to  the  impro- 
priety of  directors  receiving  gifts 
from  the  projector  out  of  the  pro- 
motion moneys  received  by  him 
from  the  company.     Ibid, 

4.  A  benefit  received  by  a  director 
from  persons  employed  by  the 
company,  or  arising  from  the  trans- 
actions of  the  company,  cannot  be 
supported.    Ibid. 

5.  It  is  not  only  the  duty  of  directors 
of  companies  to  be  ready,  at  all 
times,  to  explain  everything  to 
shareholders,  but  also  that  they 
shall  be  engaged  in  no  transactions 
connected  with  the  company  from 
which  they  can  derive  a  profit 
which  is  not  openly  known  to,  and 
acquiesced  in,  by  all  the  share- 
holders.    Ibid. 

See  Transfer  of  Shares. 

DISCLAIMER. 
The  rule  as  to  the  costs  of  a  dis- 
claiming Defendant  applies  to  a 
disclaiming  heir-at-law.     Gray  v. 
Adamson.  383 

DISJUNCTIVE. 

By  a  will,  the  residue  was  given  to 
seven  persons  as  tenants  in  common 
for  life,  and  on  the  death  of  the 
survivor  was  to  be  divided  amongst 
their  children  then  living p^r^/irpe^. 
By  a  codicil,  the  gif^  to  the  chil- 
dren was  revoked,  and  the  residue 
was  to  be  divided  **  from  and  a(\er 

.    the  several  deceases*'  of  the  seven. 


"  and  afler  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,"  amongst  their  chil- 
dren per  capita: — Held^  that  the 
words  "  from  and  afler,"  &c.,  were 
to  be  read  disjunctively,  and  that, 
on  the  death  of  any  of  the  seven, 
one^seventh  was  divisible  amongst 
children  of  the  seven  per  capita. 
Cope  V.  HensAaw.  Page  420 

DISSENTERS. 

See  School. 

DISSOLUTION. 
See  Partnership,  1,  3,  5,  6. 

DOMESTIC  TRUST. 
See  Family  Trust. 

DOMICIL. 

See  Hospital. 

Insolvbnct,  2\ 


EFFECTS. 
See  Will. 

EJUSDEM  GENERIS. 

See  Lease,  2, 
Will. 

ENQUIRY. 

See  Forfeiture,  2. 

EVASION. 

See  Mortmain* 
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EVIDENCE. 

!•  An  order  of  course  made,  saving 
just  exceptions,  under  the  19th 
Consolidated  Order,  rule  4,  to 
read  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  at 
the  hearing  of  the  cause.  Lake  v. 
PeUieff.  Page  125 

ft.  All  that  the  purchaser  of  devised 
real  estates  can  require  in  respect 
of  succession  duty  is,  distinct  evi- 
dence that  no  claim  will  be  made 
by  the  Inland  Revenue  Office  for 
any  duty  on  the  hereditaments  sold 
by  reason  of  the  death  of  the 
testator.  If  the  Inland  Revenue 
Office  distinctly  state  this,  it  is 
sufficient,  and  the  office  cannot  be 
compelled  to  give  a  certificate  in 
any  particular  form.  Earl  Howe  v. 
Earl  of  Lichfield.  370 

3.  Necessity  of  proving  a  deed  by 
the  attesting  witness,  where  its 
validity  and  the  payment  of  the 
consideration  is  contested  by  a 
person  not  a  party  to  it.  Leigh  v. 
Lloyd,  455 

4.  The  Court  will  not  act  on  the 
unsupported  testimony  of  a  person 
in  his  own  favor.     Down  v.  Ellis, 

578 
See  Affidavit. 

Cross-Examinatiok. 

SUBP(£NA. 

Trust. 

EXECUTORS. 

See  Act  of  Parliament. 
Admission  of  Assets. 
Costs,  1. 
Heirs, 
Plea. 


FAMILY  TRUST. 
Beqtiest  to  widow  of  two- thirds  of 
the  residue,  **  to  be  at  her  sole  and 
entire  disposal,  for  the  mainten* 
anoe  of  herself  and  such  child  or 
children  as  I  may  leave  by  her  :** — 
Heldt  that  the  widow  had  an  un- 
controlled power  over  the  income 
so  long  as  the  children  were  main- 
tained, and  that  the  right  of  the 
children  to  maintenance  did  not 
cease  at  twenty-one.  ScoU  v.  Key, 
Page  291 

FEME  COVERTE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife  and  its 
References. 
Separate  Estate. 

FINES. 
Whether  two  fines  were  payable  to 
the  lord  on  the  admission  of  the 
new  trustee  qucere^  but  semble  not. 
Paterson  v.  Paterson*  506 

See  Tenant  for  Life   and  Re- 
mainderman, 3,  4. 

FORECLOSURE. 

See  Mortgage,  3, 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 

See  Insolvency,  2. 

FORFEITURE. 

1.  Devise     of    real    and    personal 

estate   to   J,  absolutely,   with  a 

proviso  that  AJs  interest  should 

cease  if  B,  or  hia  wife  or  their 
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children  should  become  entitled  to 
any  part  of  the  estate  by  gift,  sale, 
&c.  from  A,: — Held,  that  the 
clause  of  forfeiture  was  void. 
Ludlon  V.  Bunbury,  Page  36 

2.  A  case  of  forfeiture  is  strktissimi 
juris,   and  the   party    alleging   it 

must  prove  it  at  the  hearing,  and 
no  inquiry  will,  as  in  ordinary 
cases,  be  directed  in  regard  to  a 
forfeiture*     Coa  v.  Bockeit*       48 

3.  The  PlaintifTs  interest  was  sub- 
ject to  a  condition  of  forfeiture  by 
anticipating.  He  gave  a  power  of 
attorney  to  receive  the  incoooe  and 
a  charge  to  secure  a  debt.  Tliere 
being  an  arrear  of  income  at  the 
time,  and  it  not  being  shewn  that 
the  debt  exceeded  the  arrears : — 
Held,  that  there  was  no  forfeiture. 
Ibid. 

4.  Property  was  settled  on  A.  B, 
until  bankruptcy,  &c.  or  until,  by 
any  act  or  default  of  A,  B,  or  by 
any  other  ways,  it  should  become 
vested  in  or  the  property  of  any 
other  person.  A  creditor  of  A,  B, 
obtained  a  judgment  against  him 
and  a  charge,  under  the  I  & :!  Fict. 
c.  110,  8.  14,  on  the  fund: — Held, 
that  A.  B*s  interest  bad  thereby 
determined.  Montefiore  v.  Bekrens, 

95 
See  Bakkeuptcy,  1  • 
Ihsolvemct. 

FRAUD. 
See  Infant,  1. 
Plxaoing. 

Sbttimo  asidb  Deed. 
Setting  aside  Sale. 
Statute  or  Feauos,  I 


GENERAL  ORDERS  (19  CON- 
SOLIDATED, RULE  4). 
See  Evidence,  1. 

GIFT  OVER. 
See  Foefeituee,  1. 


GRAVEL. 
See  Tenant  foe  Life    and 
maindeeman,  2, 


Re- 


heir. 

See  Account. 
Disclaimee. 

heirs. 

The  word  "heirs"  was  used  seven 
times  in  a  will.  It  was  held  to 
mean  "  executors  and  administra- 
tors*' in  three  places,  "next  of 
kin  "  in  two  places,  •*  heir  at  law  ** 
in  one  place,  and  trnstees  or  exe- 
cutors and  administrators  in  the 
last.  Powell  V.  Boggis.    Page  535 

HIGHWAY. 
See  Right  of  Wat. 

HOSPITAL. 

1.  Heidi  in  construing  a  legacy 
"  aux  hospices  de  Paris  et  de 
Londres,"  in  the  will  of  a  person 
domiciled  in  France,  and  in  regard 
to  those  in  London,  that  the  word 
^* hospice'*  was  to  be  construed 
strictly  according  to  its  meaning 
in  France,  and  that  the  word  "  hos^ 
pice**  in  French  was  not  equivalent 
to  '•  hospital"  in  English.  fTallace 
V.  Attorney' Oeneral  {^o.  2).     21 

2.  Under  a  French  bequest  **  aux  hos' 
pices  de  Londres  :**'^Heldj  upon  an 
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examination  of  French  authorities, 
that  all  those  institutions  in  London 
were  included  in  the  bequest  which 
gratuitously  received  within  their 
walls  and  provided  for  persons 
unable  to  take  care  of  themselves, 
either  from  old  age  combined  with 
poverty,  infancy  combined  with 
neglect,  from  mental  incapacity, 
or  by  reason  of  any  bodily  ailment 
not  susceptible  of  cure.  Held^ 
consequently,  that  Su  George's 
Hospital  and  the  like,  Christ's 
Hospital  and  other  institutions  for 
instruction,  and  the  London  dis- 
pensaries, were  excluded  from 
the  benefit  of  the  bequest.  fFia/- 
lace  V.  A  Homey 'General,  Page  21 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
Deed  by  which  a  husband  makes  a 
provision  for  his  wife  in  case  of 
a   future    separation    is   radically 
defective.     Proctor  v.  Robinson, 

329 
See  Bankruptcy,  1, 

Covenant  to  Settle. 
Judicial  Separation. 
Separate  Estate. 
Setting  aside  Deed. 


INCOME  AND  CORPUS. 
See  Capital. 

Corpus  and  Income. 
Tenant  for  Life  and  Re- 
mainderman. 
Timber. 

INDEMNITY. 
See  Policy. 
Trustee^  S. 


INFANT, 

1.  An  infant  who  bad  sold  spurious 
articles,  representing  them  to  have 
been  manufactured  by  the  Plaintiff, 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  suit 
for  an  injunction.     Chubb  v.  Grif' 

JUhs.  Page  127 

2.  Two  suits  had  been  instituted  on 
behalf  of  infants  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, and  a  decree  had  been  ob- 
tained in  the  second.  Upon  motion 
to  stay  the  first  suit,  the  Court 
ordered  it  to  be  stayed,  giving 
liberty  to  the  next  friend  in  the 
second  to  apply  for  the  conduct  of 
the  first.  Kenyon  by  Jones  {Next 
Friend)  v.  Kenyon,  Kenyon  by 
Jane  Kenyon  Widow  (Next  Friend) 
V.  Kenyon.  300 
See  Costs,  4. 

Pre-emption. 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Ancient  Lights,  1,  2. 
Patent,  2. 
Winding  up,  6. 

INSOLVENCY. 

1.  The  income  of  a  fund  was  payable 
to  a  trader  for  life  or  until  be 
should  become  insolvent.  He  exe- 
cuted a  deed  of  inspectorshipi 
reciting  that  he  was  unable  to  pay 
his  debts  in  full : — Heldf  that  bis 
interest  in  the  fund  had  thereby 
determined.     Freeman  v.  Bronm, 

17 

2.  A»  B,  was  adjudged  insolvent  under 
an  act  of  the  Australian  legislature, 
which  enacts,  that  the  persoosl 
property  of  insolvents  shall  vest 
in  their  assignees  by  virtue  of  their 
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appointment.  No  assignment  was 
executed  by  A.  B,  He  was  en- 
titled to  a  share  of  a  residue  con- 
sisting of  a  sum  of  stock  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England, 
The  fund  was  claimed  by  the 
assignees,  and  by  the  executrix  of 
A,  B,  in  England.  Held,  that  the 
right  to  receive  it  depended  on 
the  domicil  of  A,  B. ;  that  if  he 
were  domiciled  in  Australia,  his 
assignees  were  entitled  to  receive 
it;  but  if  in  Englandhi^  executrix 
was  entitled.     Re  Blithman. 

Page  219 

INSURANCE. 

See  Notice,  4. 

INTEREST. 
See  Partnership,  2 
Release  (parol). 

INTERPLEADER. 

1.  Whether  a  sheriff  can  Ble  a  bill  of 
interpleader  in  respect  of  goods 
which  it  is  alleged  he  has  wrong- 
fully seized,  qiusere.  Dalton  v. 
Fumess,  461 

2,  A  sheriff",  who  has  seized  goods 
under  a  Ji.  fa.  issuing  out  of  this 
Court,  and  which  are  claimed  by 
a  third  party,  cannot  file  a  bill  of 
interpleader  until  he  has  given  no- 
tice to  the  judgment  creditor  of 
the  adverse  claims  to  the  goods 
seized.     Ibid. 

INTERVENING. 
See  Affidavit  of  Documents. 


INVESTMENT. 
By  an  act  of  parliament,  funds  in 
Court  were,  by  way  of  interim  in- 
vestment, to  be  laid  out  in  **  Navy 
Victualling  or  Exchequer  Bills." 
But,  under  the  23  &  24  ricl.  c.  38, 
and  the  General  Orders  of  the  1st 
of  February,  1861,  the  Court  al- 
lowed them  to  be  invested  in 
Consols.  Ex  parte  The  Trustees  of 
the  Birmingham  Blue-coat  School, 
Page  345 

IRREGULARITY. 

See  Demurrer. 

ISSUE. 
Motion  for  an  issue  before  the  evi- 
dence had  been  completed : — Heldf 
irregular,  and  refused  with  costs. 
Hamp  V.  Hamp,  189 

See  Patent,  4. 


JUDICIAL  SEPARATION. 

Husband  and  wife  mortgaged  the 
wife's  reversionary  interest  in  a 
fund.  Afterwards,  and  before 
the  reversion  fell  into  possession, 
the  wife  obtained  a  decree  for 
judicial  separation.  Upon  the  re- 
version afterwards  falling  in,  in 
the  husband's  lifetime  :  —  Heldf 
that  the  mortgage  did  not  affect 
it,  and  that  the  fund  belonged  ab- 
solutely to  the  wife.   In  re  Insole, 

92 

JURISDICTION. 
The  remedy  for  recovering  the  de- 
posit on  shares  is  by  action  at  law 
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ami  "SJCK  bv  UI  m  cqaicr.     htrntam 
T.  JI^cmL  Pap  w2 


LACHES. 

I 

1.  ^bcB  a  FLuoczffiiasdelajed  filing  ; 

bcr  faS  £ar  tea  jean^  Uie  dcae  ; 

I  ebpKd  oogfat  to  pre-  ! 

\ JniheDelriyianfs &Tor,  ; 
vfaoe  the  erideDce  is  conflicting, 
aad   the  balanrr   of  it    is  eTen.  ' 
Hmr^bmek  ▼.  WrigkL  1 53 

2.  A  deiaj  of  nine  jean  in  seeking 
to  KC  aside  a  deed  : — Heldj  under  ! 
the  circiunstaDoeSv  accounted  for. 
Frodar  ▼.  RakLucm,  5t9 
See  RsTKBsioy,  4. 

r 

LANDLORD  AND  TESA!rr. 
See  LcASEy  5. 

i 

LAND  REGISTRY.  i 

ji,  B.J  the  ovner  of  seTea  lots  of  . 
land,  sold  two  of  them  to  C. />.,  and 
he  letaioed  five.  They  entered 
into  mutual  oofenants  for  bearing, 
in  proportion,  the  expenses  of  a 
road  common  to  all  the  lots,  and 
there  was  a  proviso  that  the  ex- 
penses should  be  a  charge  upon 
the  owners  of  the  seven  lots  in 
proportion.  Held,  that  the  land 
was  not  charged,  and  that  A.  B. 
was  entitled  to  have  an  indefeasible 
title  to  his  five  lots  registered  under 
the  25  &  26  VkL  c.  53,  without 
noticing  the  proviso  or  the  claims 
of  C.  D.  In  re  Drew.  Ex  parte 
Afaum.  443 


LANDS  CLAUSES  ACT. 
The  89th  section  of  the  8  Fid.  c  IS 
(The  LaadsClaaaes  Consoiidatioa 
Act),  is  to  be  eonstnied  liberallj. 
Re  Leikntpps  Ckmriiff.  Page  297 
See  Costs,  2,  5. 

LAPSE. 

1.  Gift  of  residoe  to  widow  for  h'fe, 
aad  afterwards  to  fifteen  designated 
persons,  **  or  their  exeentors,  ad- 
ninisCrators  or  assigns,**  and  ''to 
be  absolutely  vested**  on  the  tes- 
tator's death,  and  to  be  payable  at 
twenty-one,  provided  the  widow 
had  died : — HeUt^  that  the  shares 
of  two  of  the  fifteen,  who  prede- 
ceased the  testator,  had  lapsed. 
Leach  ^.  Leach.  185 

2.  A  testator  beqneathed  a  fund  to 
his  nephew  A.  and  the  children  of 
his  late  sbter  fi.,  as  tenants  in 
common;  but,  in  case  any  died 
before  the  testator  leaving  issue, 
his  share  was  not  to  ^  lapse,"  but 
go  to  his  executors  as  part  of  his 
personal  estate.  Three  of  the 
children  of  B.  died  •  before  the 
testator  and  left  no  issue  : — Heli^ 
that  there  was  no  lapse,  but  that 
the  whole  went  to  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  class.  AsptnaU  v. 
Duckworth.  307 


LEASE. 

1.  A  proviso  that  a  lessee  shall  not 
assign  without  the  consent  or  the 
licence  of  the  lessor^  is  not  tu 
usual  covenant,  and  is  not  implied 
by  the  words,  '*  the  lease  to  coo* 
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tain  all  the  usual  covenants  for  pro- 
tecting the  interest  of  the  lessor." 
Buckiand  v.  Papillon.  Page  281 
2.  A  landlord  was  empowered  to 
resume  possession  of  any  part  of 
the  land  demised,  in  case  it  should 
be  required  by  him  <'  for  the  pur- 
pose of  building,  planting,  accom- 
modation or  otherwise  :*' — Held, 
that  this  did  not  entitle  the  land- 
lord to  resume  possession  of  land 
required  by  a  railway  company,  so 
as  to  defeat  the  tenant's  right  to 
compensation  '.-^Meld,  also,  that 
the  word  "otherwise"  was  to  be 
read  as  being  ejusdem  generis. 
Johnson  v.  The  Edgmare^  ^c.  Rail- 
nay  Company  and  Others.  480 
See  Bankruptcy,  2,  3. 

Covenant  to  Renew. 

Merger. 

Notice,  3. 

Renewal. 

LEGACY. 

See  Will  and  its  References. 


LEGACY  DUTY. 
A  testator  devised  real  estate  to  trus- 
tees in  trust  by  sale  or  mortgage 
to  raise  20,000/.,  and  subject 
thereto  he  devised  the  estate  to 
his  son.  The  trustees  sold  part 
of  the  estate,  but,  before  the  con- 
tract had  been  completed,  the 
trustees  were  paid,  and  the  estate 
was  conveyed  to  the  son,  who 
adopted  the  contract : — Held^  that 
legacy  and  not  succession  duty 
was    payable    on    the    parchase- 


mooey.     Earl  Hone  t.  Earl  of 
Lic/^UL  Page  370 

See  Succession  Doty. 

LEGAL  ESTATE. 
See  Mortgage,  1. 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 
See  Lease  and  its  References. 

LICENCE. 
See  Lease,  1. 

LIEN. 
In  a  suit  by  an  unpaid  vendor,  the 
Court  decreed  a  specific  perform- 
ance, and  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  -  money  and  damages. 
The  purchasers  were  unable  to 
pay,  and  the  property  was  in  the 
possession  of  a  Receiver  in  another 
suit  instituted  by  persons  claiming 
charges  under  the  purchasers.  A 
petition  by  the  vendor  served  upon 
the  purchaser  and  the  Plaintiffs  in 
the  other  suit  to  enforce  bis  lien 
and  obtain  a  sale  of*  the  property, 
was  dismissed  with  costs,  the  pro- 
per remedy  being  by  bill.  The 
Attorney 'Qeneralf  on  behalf  of  Her 
Majesty  v.  The  Sittinghourne,  8^c. 
Railway  Company.  868 

See  Marshalling. 
Vendor's  Liev. 

LIQUIDATOR. 
An  order  for  the  appointment  of  an 
Official   Liquidator,  obtained  ex 
parte  before  an  order  to  wind  up 
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the  company  had  been  made,  dis- 
charged. Re  The  Railway  Finance 
Company  {Limited).  Page  473 
See  Winding-up,  14. 


MAINTENANCE. 
See  Champerty. 

MARRIAGE. 
See  Condition,  1 . 

MARSHALLING. 
Pecuniary  legatees  are  entitled,  as 
against  the  devisees  (under  the 
doctrine  of  marshalling  assets), 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  an  unpaid 
vendor  whose  lien  has  exhausted 
the  persona]  assets.  Lord  Lilford 
V.  Powys  Keck  (No.  3).  77 

MERGER. 
A,  B.f  being  owner  of  a  leasehold, 
purchased  the  reversion  in  fee  and 
had  it  conveyed  to  a  trustee  ex- 
pressly that  the  term  might  not 
merge.  He  afterwards  bequeathed 
to  his  wife  .**  the  whole  of  his  per- 
sonal property,  estate  and  effects 
of  every  and  whatsoever  kind  they 
might  be: — JETeld,  first,  that  the 
real  estate  did  not  pass;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  term  did  not 
attend  the  inheritance,  but  passed 
to  the  widow.  Belaney  v.  Belaney, 

469 

MISCALCULATION. 
A  testator  by  his  will  bequeathed 
500/.  to  his  widow,  and  by  a  co- 
dicil he  bequeathed  her  <' a  further 


sum  not  exceeding  300/.,  making 
altogether  a  legacy  of  1,000/.  given 
to  her  by  my  will  and  this  codicil :" 
Meld,  that  there  was  a  mere  mis» 
calculation  and  that  under  the  co- 
dicil, the  widow  was  only  entitled 
to  300/.  Morgan  t.  Middlemiss, 
Page  278 

«  MONEY." 
A  testator  gave  a  house  and  300/. 
'*  of  lawful  money"  to  his  daughter, 
and  *'  the  remainder  of  all  his 
moneys,  in  whatever  it  may  be,  in 
bonds  or  consols  or  anything  else," 
to  his  wife : — Held,  that  the  wife 
was  entitled  to  all  the  testator's 
residuary  personal  estate  invested 
in  any  security,  including  a  life 
policy,  but  not  to  a  leasehold  or 
furniture  or  chattels.  Stooke  v. 
Stooke.  396 

MORTGAGE. 

1 .  A»  B,,  in  whom  a  lease  was  vested, 
deposited  it  with  his  bankers  by 
way  of  equitable  mortgage.  The 
bankers  afterwards  received  notice 
(as  the  fact  was)  that  A.  B.  was  a 
mere  trustee  of  the  leasehold,  bat 
they  subsequently  obtained  from 
him  a  formal  mortgage  of  the 
legal  estate : — Held^  that  the  cettm* 
que  trust  had  priority  over  the 
bankers.  Baillie  v.  M'Keman.  177 

2,  A  tenant  for  life  of  a  real  estate 
bequeathed  all  money  due  to  biro 
on  mortgage : — Meld^  that  a  charge 
on  the  estate  of  10,000/.,  to  which 
the  testator  was  entitled  and  which 
was  secured  by  means  of  a  term 
vested  in  a  trustee,  did  not  pass 
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as  a  mortgage.  Earl  PouUlt  v. 
Hood.  Page  234 

8.  The  Court,  in  making  a  foreclosure 
decree,  gave  liberty  to  any  party 
to  apply  in  Chambers  for  a  sale. 
Burmester  v.  Moxon.  310 

4.  A,  mortgaged  some  property  to 
B.  by  deposit  of  deeds,  with  a 
written  engagement  to  execute  a 
mortgage  when  called  on.  A,  next 
sold  and  conveyed  the  legal  estate 
to  C,  subject  to  the  mortgage. 
Afterwards  A,  executed  the  mort- 
gage to  B,  This  contained  a  power 
of  sale^  under  which  6.  sold  the 
property  to  the  Plaintiff: — Held^ 
that  C.  was  bound  by  the  power 
of  sale  and  the  sale,  and  that  he 
was  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser. 
Leigh  V.  Lloyd,  455 

Ste  Pleading. 

Release  (parol). 

Reversion,  5,  6. 

Solicitor  and  Client,  1. 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

1.  As  to  the  rights  and  remedies  of 
a  mortgagee  of  a  share  in  a  colliery 
partnership.     Redmayne  v.  Foster. 

529 

2.  The  mortgagee  of  a  share  in  a 
colliery  partnership  is  entitled  to 
a  decree  for  foreclosure,  but  he  is 
not  entitled  to  any  account  of  the 
property  paid  or  distributed  to 
shareholders  or  partners  before  he 
filed  his  bill,  nor  is  he  entitled  to 
contest  or  call  the  shareholders  to 
account  for  their  previous  manage- 
ment of  the  colliery,  but  he  is  en- 
titled to  say,  that  no  extra  burden 


shall  be  thrown  on  his  shares  which 
is  not  in  accordance  with  some 
contract  or  agreement  in  force  at 
the  date  of  the  mortgage.  Red" 
mayne  v.  Foster.  Page  529 

See  Costs,  4. 

MORTOAOE. 

MORTMAIN. 
A  man  granted  to  his  sister  a  lease 
of  lands  at  a  peppercorn  rent  for 
twenty  years,  determinable  at  their 
deaths.  Three  months  afterwards 
he  granted  the  hereditaments  to 
charitable  uses,  subject  to  the  lease : 
— Ueld^  that  this  gifl  to  charity 
was  an  evasion  of  the  Statute  of 
Mortmain  and  void,  ff^kham  v. 
The  Marquess  of  Bath,  59 

See  Attestation. 

MOTION. 

See  Issue, 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 
A  bill  by  one  of  the  next  of  kin  to 
administer  the  estate  and  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  by  him  of  part 
of  it  is  multifarious.  Bouck  v. 
Bouck.  643 


NEXT  FRIEND. 
See  Infant,  2. 

NOTICE. 

1.  Parol  notice  given  to  a  trustee  of 
an  incumbrance  on  the  trust  fund 
is  sufficient ;  but  a  statement  to  a 
trustee,  in  a  casual  conversation,  is 
insufficient  notice  to  him.  Re 
Tichener.  817 

2.  A  mortgagee  of  a  trust  fund  gave 
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no  notice  to  the  trustee  until  afler 
the  mortgagor's  bankruptcy  ;  but 
he  gave  notice  before  the  assignees 
had  g>tren  notice  to  the  trustee  of 
their  right  i^Meld,  that  the  trust 
fund  was  in  the  order  and  dispo- 
sition of  the  bankrupt  and  belonged 
to  the  assignees.    Re  Tichener, 

Page  317 

5.  The  assignee  of  an  underlease 
held  to  have  constructive  notice  of 
a  covenant  in  restraint  of  trade 
contained  in  an  assignment  of  the 
original  lease^he  having  precluded 
himself,  by  agreement,  from  exa- 
mining the  prior  title.  Clements  v. 
Welles.  513 

4.  By  a  rule  of  a  mutual  assurance 
society,  the  insured  was  bound  to 
give  notice  to  the  directors  of  any 
change  of  the  captain  of  his  vessel^ 
and,  in  case  of  default,  the  society 
was  not  to  be  liable  for  any  sub- 
sequent loss.  By  another  rule, 
notices  to  members  sent  by  post 
were  to  be  effectual,  though  not 
actually  received : — Held^  that  the 
directors  of  the  society  were  mem- 
bers within  the  latter  rule,  and 
that  a  notice  of  a  change  of  captain 
sent  to  them  by  post  was  valid, 
though  not  actually  received  by 
them.  Branford  V.  Harvard.  613 
See  Articles  of  Association. 
Winding  up,  5. 


OPTION. 
See  Bankruptcy,  2, 
Renewal. 

ORDER. 
See  Copyholds. 


ORDER  AND  DISPOSITION. 

See  NoTicEi  2. 


PARCELS. 
See  Devise. 

PARENTS. 

i^ec  Substitution,  1. 

PARISH. 
See  Right  op  Wat. 

PARTICULARS. 
See  Patent,  1. 

PARTIES  SERVED. 

See  Costs,  6. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

,  By  partnership  articles,  one  of 
three  partners  might  '*  determine 
the  co-partnership  by  giving  six 
calendar  months'  notice:"  and  in 
that  case,  immediately  after  the 
expiration  of  the  six  calendar 
months,  the  assets  were  to  be 
valued,  and  after  the  valuation 
being  made  and  the  result  com- 
municated, the  partnership  "  shall, 
in  regard  to  all  the  said  partners, 
cease  and  determine :" — Held,  that 
the  partnership  was  dissolved  at 
the  expiration  of  the  six  months, 
and  not  from  the  completion  of 
the  valuation,  though  it  continued 
after  the  six  months,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  winding  it  up.  Griffiths  v. 
BracewelL  Bracewell  v.  Gr^ths. 
Page  43 

.  Under  the  common  decree  in  a 
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partDerahip  suit,  interest  is  pay- 
able, on  the  balance  found  due 
from  one  partner  to  another,  frotn 
the  date  of  the  certificate.  Bon- 
ville  v.  Bonville.  Page  129 

8,  A,  B.  having  been  rendered  inca- 
pable of  performing  his  partner- 
ship duties,  his  partner  filed  a  bill 
against  him  for  a  dissolution. 
Afterwards  and  before  the  hear- 
ing, A.  B,*s  health  improved : — 
Held,  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
ground  for  dissolving  the  partner- 
ship, and  all  proceedings  were 
stayed,  with  liberty  to  apply. 
Whitwell  V.  Arthur.  140 

4.  By  articles  of  partnership  for  a 
term  between  A.  and  B.,  all  bills 
were  to  be  signed  by  A,  only.  B, 
drew  a  bill  on  a  customer  for  the 
amount  of  his  bill : — Held^  that 
this  was  not  a  substantial  violation 
of  the  articles.  Cheesman  v.  Price. 
Price  V.  Ckeesman,  142 

5.  The  failure  of  one  partner  to 
enter  in  his  accounts  partnership 
moneys  received  by  him  is,  of 
itself  and  independent  of  any  pro- 
visions in  the  articles  of  partner- 
ship, a  sufficient  ground  for  the 
other  partner  dissolving.     Ibid, 

6.  By  articles  of  partnership  for  a 
term,  each^  partner  was  to  keep 
proper  books  of  account  and  to 
enter  all  his  receipts,  and  in  de- 
&uh  the  other  might  dissolve  the 
partnership.  One  partner  had 
made  small  omissions  in  seventeen 
instances,  which,  in  the  aggregate, 
amounted  to  9/.  10<. : — Held,  that 
this  justified  the  other  in  dissolving 
the  partnership.     Ibid, 

See  Costs,  3. 


PATENT. 

1.  A  patentee  is  not  entitled,  after 
replication,  to  an  order,  under 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85,  8.  41,  for  the 
delivery  of  particulars  of  the  ob- 
jections to  the  patent  which  the 
Defendant  intends  to  rely  on. 
Bovill  V.  Goodier.  Page  264 

2.  The  distinction  in  equity  is,  that 
where  the  validity  of  a  patent  has 
not  been  the  subject  of  any  legal 
proceedings,  the  patentee  must 
prove  its  validity  at  law,  before 
the  Court  of  Equity  will  protect 
liim  ;  but  having  once  established 
its  validity,  then  the  Court  of 
Equity  will  protect  him  against 
any  other  person  until  that  person 
proves  its  invalidity.  Bavill  v. 
Goodier.  4&7 

3.  A  patentee  established  the  validity 
of  his  patent  in  an  action  against 
A,  B. : — Heldf  in  a  subsequent 
suit  by  the  patentee  against  C  Z)., 
that  C.  Z).  was  not  concluded  by 
the  proceedings  at  law,  to  which 
he  was  not  a  party,  and  that  he 
was  not  to  be  driven  to  contest  the 
validity  of  the  patent  by  scire 
facias.     Ibid. 

4.  After  a  patentee  had  established 
his  patent  as  against  one  person  at 
law,  he  instituted  proceedings  for 
an  infringement  against  another  in 
equity.  The  Court  granted  the 
Defendant  an  issue  as  to  the 
novelty  of  the  invention,  but  re- 
fused it  as  to  the  utility  of  the 
invention  and  the  sufficiency  of 
the  specification,  holding  that  the 
utility  was  not  contested  or  had 
been  proved  in  the  suit,  and  that 
the  sufficiency  of  the  specification 
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POUCY. 

^ke  tide  to  a  lost  policj  is 

•  tke   mnmt  ini  i    companj  is 

to  BO  iBdemniiy   where 

dber  paj  tiie   mooej  into  Coon. 

E^^ini  w.  Lmd  TrrJtgmr.     256 

Ser  MoscT. 


POSSESSION. 
A  ooregigee  oat  of  possenioo  called 
fl«  tlie  te&aot  lor  his  rent,  who 
sui  he  had  laid  it  out  in  repairs. 
TVe  Mortgagee  acquiesced  in  this ; 
hat  there  was  do  evideiice  of  the 
tuw  jpMUCiKgc  jc  A  rwcarner  jk  teaant's  accepting  the  mortgagee 


a  apw  snaoK.  a  jim  m  bar.  hr  ^  ^  landlord  or  of  anything  like 

<S3K«ucs.  aac  Affj  ^  attonment :— Hrtf,  that  there 


lba£  W«  »e««tc»i  fc-jwant  hy  was  not  an  entering  into  posscMion 

c2hr  FtaadTi  eaoR^mc  *  aciiMt  a         ^  ^^  ^^  reeeipt  of  the  rent  by 


C«tt  «  FSioanp*  was  ji««r-  ,^  mortgagee.     IFard  ▼.  CarUar. 

rmeiL     r«p«c  t.  Ltri  Camims^  171 

aOl  POWER. 

PLEADING.  I.  A  testatrix  heqoeathed  "all  moneys 

A  VJ  praT^  ^«  1  Korr^ce  a^t  helooging  to  her  in  the  £3  per 

Wcai«isWi2dx^far/2ierrttart:  Cent.  ConsoU"  to   two  children 

hat  it  proT^  to  be  to&I  to  soese  and  her  son's  widow.     The  only 

extimt.    The  Coart  refased  the  consds  she  was  interested  in  were 

relief  asked,  cr  to  wike  a  decree  settled  on  her  for  life,  with  power 

for    redemptioci    on    payment  of  to  appoint  amongst  her  children, 
what  was  propeHy  doe/ and  di$«  '       HM,  that  the  will  operated  as  an 
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execution  of  the  power  as  regarded 
the  two-thirds  to  the  two  children, 
ahhoiigh  it  contained  no  other 
reference  to  the  power  or  to  the 
subject  of  it.  In  re  Grativlck*t 
Settlement.  Page  5t\5 

ft.  By  a  will,  dated  in  1858,  the 
testator  purported  to  execute  all 
powers.  By  a  subsequent  settle- 
ment, he  settled  his  property,  re- 
serving to  himself  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment by  his  *'  last  will." 
He  afterwards  made  another  will, 
which  he  termed  his  "  last  will," 
and  he  thereby  only  partially  exe- 
cuted the  power : — JETeld,  that  the 
first  will  of  1858,  though  unre- 
voked, was,  in  no  way,  an  execu- 
tion of  the  power.  Pettwger  v. 
Amhler.  821 

See  Power  of  Sale. 

Power  to  appoint  new  Trus- 
tees. 

Separate  Estate,  8. 

POWER  OF  SALE. 
A  marriage  settlement  of  personalty 
empowered  the  trustees  to  sell  it, 
and  invest  the  produce  in  real 
estate.  The  estate  was  to  be  held 
on  corresponding  trusts  and  to  be 
considered  personal  estate.  There 
was  an  express  power  to  sell  the 
securities  to  be  purchased,  and  to 
re-invest  the  produce,  from  time 
to  time,  but  no  express  power  to 
sell  the  purchased  estate.  The 
trustees  invested  the  fund  in  a 
real  estate : — Held^  that  they  had 
a  power  of  sale  over  it,  and  could 
give  good  receipts  for  the  purchase- 
money.  Ta'U  V.  Lathbury,  1 1 2 
See  Mortgage,  4. 
VOL.  XXXV  — 17. 


POWER  TO  APPOINT  NEW 
TRUSTEES. 
Under  a  power  to  the  survivor  to 
appoint  new  trustees,  the  Court 
held,  upon  the  terms  of  the  power, 
that  surviving  trustees,  appointed 
by  the  Court  and  not  under  the 
power,  had  no  authority  to  exer- 
cise it.     Cooper  v.  Macdonald, 

Page  504 
PRACTICE. 
Upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction,  the 
Defendant  consented  to  an  imme- 
diate decree,  but  he  became  bank- 
rupt before  the  decree  had  been 
drawn  up,  and  his  written  consent 
to  set  down  the  cause  could  not 
be  obtained.  The  Court  made 
the  order  for  setting  down  the 
cause  and  dispensed  with  the  con- 
sent.    Brighouse  v.  Margetson, 

303 
See  Abatement. 

Admission  of  Assets. 

Affidavit. 

Affidavit  of  Documents. 

Copyholds. 

Costs. 

Cross-Examination. 

Disclaimer. 

Evidence,  1,  3. 

Forfeiture,  2. 

Infant,  2. 

Investment. 

Issue. 

Petition. 

Revivor. 

Sale  under  Court. 

subpcena. 

PRECATORY  TRUST. 
Bequest  of  the  principal  and  interest 
of  one-third  of  the  residue  to  a 
Y  Y 
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F«E.^3IPT10y. 

):»£  l^sttii  L9  tW  Plsin- 

npc  m"  pve^nKpcioB  of  an 

viaca   OK   iai   prrriooslr 

3l»  lA  TT'^lfff,      TW  Ptiiii- 

i£  Is  c^boa  after  ibe 

s  «fes^  »i  Bed  Lis  bOl 

dW  s^x:  jotd  executor  for 

|«(ci,Ymiac«.     Tbe  Court 

<«»es  ^»Ifts<    tbe    De- 

FRESl>IPriON. 
«^  R>f  XT  oc  Wat.  i. 

PRIXCIPAI  AND  SURETY. 

A#  WcwiNa  priscqpol  aod  soretr,  if 
tlw  pctmirr  «vurt:T  p«v»re  worth- 
Wt»^  wVtIber  «  w:»  so  ori^inalhr 
or  wtiet  Wr  k  bie^vmiK  seo  afterwils, 
iW  MKtT  b  not  dQcltar|»rd«  unless 
tW  k«»  or  delkiefhnr  cf  (be  onginal 
attd  (irttftarr  sie<iintT  was  occa- 
skkoed  by  ibe  act  of  iW  creditor. 

^iiw  Act  car  BAsnamcT. 
PRIORITY 

SsFAaATl  ESTATC,  3. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS, 
&»  WixuxQ-rr,  8. 


PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

See  StPAEATB  EsTATIy  I. 

VoiAJifTAmT  Gift,  1. 

PROSPECTUS. 
Thoogb  tbe  articles  of  association  of 
a  cwnpany  materially  extend  tbe 
objects  of  the  company  beyond 
those  suted  in  the  prospectus, 
sdlU  if  the  prospectus  refers  to 
tbe  articles,  a  person  taking  shares 
upon  tbe  faith  of  the  prospectus  is 
bomd  by  tbe  articles,  unless  tbey 
are  wholly  incompatible  with  the 
prospectus.  Re  Tke  Sop  and  Malt 
EMkemge  emd  Warekause  Cempmy 
(LimUed).     Briggs*  Cau. 

Pkgeie75 
See  AcQCisscBNCBi  2. 

PlTBLIC  COMPAMT. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 
Prospectuses  of  a  company  are  al- 
ways colored,  but  if  a  material 
fret  is  stated  in  them  which  is  un- 
true, and  upon  the  faith  of  which 
a  person  takes  shares,  he  is  ea- 
titled,  as  against  the  company,  to 
require  allotment  of  those  shares 
to  be  cancelled  and  his  deposit 
repaid.  Denton  v.  MacneiL  €52 
See  AcQuiBscBHCB,  2. 

AlXOTMBNT* 

Bona. 

CoMPAHT  and  tie  re/erencee. 

DlBBCTOBS. 

Rbctifkation  of  Reoistbk. 

TUAMSFKR  OP  Sua  BBS. 
VBNDOas'  LlBN. 
WlKDINO-tJPW 
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RAILWAY. 

See  Company. 

Costs,  5. 

REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 
See  Charge  on  Real  Estate. 
Conversion. 

RECITAL. 
By  her  will,  the  testatrix  gave  1,000/. 
amongst  the  children  of  her  niece. 
By  a  codicil,  she  recited  that  she 
had,  by  her  will,  given  1,000/.  to 
F.  B,  (a  son  of  her  niece),  and  she 
declared  that  the  said  legacy  should 
not  be  payable  until  twenty-one, 
with  power  of  maintenance.  Held, 
that  the  erroneous  recital  consti- 
tuted no  gift,  and  that  F,  B,  was 
only  entitled  to  a  share  of  tiie 
1,000/.     Mackenzie  v.  Bradbury. 

Page  617 
See  Deed,  1. 

RECTIFICATION  OF 
REGISTER. 
Where  an  action  is  brought  for  calls, 
and  in  which  the  question  whether 
the  Defendant  is  or  not  a  share- 
holder will  be  determined,  this 
Court,  on  an  application  by  such 
Defendant  to  correct  the  register, 
by  omitting  his  name,  will  post- 
pone its  decision  imtil  the  result 
of  the  action  is  known.  The 
Alexandra  Hail  Company,  Roe- 
buck's Case.  467 

RELEASE  (PAROL). 
A*  B.,  to  whom  his  son-in-law  had, 
by  deed,  mortgaged  some  property, 


declined  to  receive  the  interest, 
and  afterwards,  to  induce  his  son- 
in-law  to  reside  on  the  mortgaged 
property,  A.  B.  had  promised  to 
allow  him  to  live  there  rent-free. 
l*he  son-in-law  acted  on  the  pro- 
raise  until  A.  B.'s  death  : — Heldf 
that,  in  equity,  no  interest  was 
payable  until  that  time.  Yeomans 
V.  WtUiams.  Page  131 

REMOTENESS, 

1 .  Where  a  bequest  is  made  to  persons 
in  esse  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
their  unborn  children,  with  a 
general  direction  that  the  female 
children  shall  take  for  their  ''sepa- 
rate and  inalienable  use,"  such 
restriction  against  alienation  is  too 
remote  and  void.  SembU,  Armu 
tage  V.  Coates.  -  I 

fL  Under  several  bequests  to  living 
persons  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
their  children  bom  and  unborn, 
with  a  general  proviso  that  the 
shares  of  females  shall  be  for  their 
separate  inalienable  usei^Heldf 
that  the  restriction  against  antici- 
pation applied  only  to  the  tenants 
for  life,  in  consequence  of  a  direc- 
tion for  payment  to  the  children 
and  a  proviso  that  their  receipts 
should  be  good  discharges.  Ibid, 
See  Survivorship,  3. 

RENEWAL. 
A.  agreed  to  let  some  premises  to  B. 
for  three  years,  and,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  that  term,  to  grant  him  a 
lease  for  an  extended  term.  A, 
died,  and,  three  years  having  ex- 
pired, B.  continued  to  hold  on 
y  y2 


:tie  ^ue  .ic  a  iewcMutt  viticii  ■ 

amiiieEsic  im  ;&e  deadi  of  a  ladj 

^EXiuiic    isne.        W  lienor    socb 

^**  can  now  be  oiaared 

Lmrdw.Jefkms, 

PifeZ 

L   oi  -iMJ!  '-Htiiinf  t^i^  BBrket  value 

if  1  svervacu  ciie  &ict  of  its  being 

XETTDLinO^.  :iiefiUiieer<]r'a.c£iaBcsrT9aic,evcB 

dmisti  icdoes  Bocafleet  tWr%bt 

•■wyg  tiiK  sie  of  s  fpicfaiun  ■  aoc 

2»  A  nortsa^sc  oc  a  rercnnaaaiT  is- 

ases:  sands  oi  d&e  la^K  poutioo 

m  X  sue.  and  chereSaie  to  sop- 

^3B^KtBoa  the  mortgafK 

tiiat  he  gave  loll  Yalne. 

i ».  -KtoL  570 

4»  A  mnrrgagv  of  a  rercrf iooarj  in- 

»nr.  depeodinig  oq  a  genclennii 

i^Tixic  «!di0«c  issue  male,  set  aside 

Sir   inaiieqiaej  of  roosideratioa, 

aitiiaii^  c&e    risk    vas    such  as 

3CC  !i>  he  sMctpiiliie  of  accvrale 

va&nbaB.     Hid, 

r.  Lamm  were  made  to  a  joang  man 

HF^AlXEi  "  ^  ***  **  exorhitant  inCerest, 

*  ami  vhes  thej  were  ahoot  to  be- 

jfarr^^^suH^i.  c«  Ak,  be  mortgaged  his  re. 

lersionarT  interest  to  secore  the 

.  lit  X  sue  xr  iK  jfitce  a  soue  hj  The  aaongage  being  set  aside  for 

gr^^BSit  cwia  itfijf  a  .e^eiMUttr —  ieaiieqvacT,  iritf   chat  the   roort- 

&uL  am:  rie  snidest  srae  hui  tiir  fuee  was  entitled    to    the    foil 

ir  snint  a  pr%«*ai»  Jt!.ieqiuc  &>  sejl  tiiwiit  of  the  bills  and  not  simply 

vc  Ihr  auinwtt  vss  a  ttur  tme  of  bbs  id  the  money  actually  advanced 

Lmdw.Jf^rjBmg^   r  flstbem.    /ML 
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8.  On  setting  aside  the  sale  of  a  re- 
version for  inadequacy  after  four 
years,  the  purchaser  is  not  entitled 
to  any  allowance  for  the  risk  he 
has  run  in  the  meantime,  Benyon 
V.  Fitch.  Page  670 

9.  On  setting  aside  the  purchase  of 
a  reversion  for  inadequacy,  the 
deed  stands  as  a  security  for  the 
money  actually  due,  and  if  it  be 
not  paid,  the  bill  stands  dismissed, 
which  is  equivalent  to  a  foreclosure. 
Ibid. 

REVERSIONARY  INTEREST. 

See  Judicial  Separation. 
Reversion. 

REVIVOR. 

1.  A  sole  Plaintiff  having  died  after 
decree,  an  order  to  revive  against 
his  devisee  was  made,  under  the 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  8.  52.  Bed- 
ford V.  Bedford.  342 

2.  A  Defendant  having  died  before 
answer,  an  order  to  revive  and  also 
to  answer  was  made  against  his 
personal  representative  under  the 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  8. 52.  Trench 
V.  Sempie.  376 

3.  An  order  to  revive,  under  the 
15  &  16  Fict.  c.  86,  s.  52,  cannot 
be  obtained  against  executors  who 
have  not  proved  the  will»  though 
it  is  alleged  they  have  acted. 
Joyce  V.  Rawlins.  465 

4.  After  decree,  a  suit  became  de- 
fective by  the  transfer  of  the  Plain- 
tifTs  interest.  The  Plaintiff  and 
his  transferees  having,  after  notice, 
neglected  to  revive,  an  order  was 
made,  on  the  application  of  the 


Defendants,  for  an  order  to  revivcy 
and  that  they  might  carry  on  the 
suit.     Overman  v.  Overman. 

Page  477 
See  Abatement. 

REVOCATION. 

See  Power,  2. 

RIGHT  HEIRS. 
A  share  of  the  produce  of  real  and 
personal  estate  directed  to  be  sold 
was  given  to  a  feme  sole  for  her 
life,  *'  and  after  her  decease  to  her 
heirs,  as  she  shall  give  it  by  will, 
and  if  she  die  without  leaving  a 
will,  to  her  right  heirs  for  ever." 
Held,  that  «*  right  heirs"  was  to 
be  construed  "  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators."    Powell  v.  Boggis. 

555 

RIGHT  OF  WAY. 

1.  A  vestry  was  empowered,  by  act 
of  parliament,  to  indict  any  person 
who  should  stop  or  impede  rights 
of  way  in  the  parish,  and  to  take 
such  other  proceedings  for  opening 
thereof  as  should  appear  expe- 
dient. Held,  that  the  vestry  must 
indict  in  the  name  of  the  Queen, 
and  sue  in  equity  in  the  name  of 
the  Attorney-General,  and  that 
they  could  not  proceed  in  their 
own  name.  The  Vestry  of  the 
Parish  of  Bermondsey  v.  Brown. 

226 

2.  A  dedication  to  a  parish  of  a 
right  of  way  cannot  be  presumed ; 
a  dedication  can  only  be  presumed, 
from  uninterrupted  use,  in  favor 
of  the  public  generally,  and  not  in 


SATlSFACnOX. 

A  6Ac  Ud  nx  taasStd  pro  fanto 
W  M  leprj  d  a  le»  aiPfionf  be- 
^gmoAttA  hf  die  debtor  to  the 
cnSoBt.   GttT.UiddL  (No.  1.) 

621 

SCHOOL. 
Aasboffitj  giren  bj  tbe  Covit  to 
applj  to  parliament  to  aotboriae  a 
scbenie  adBiiting  tbe  cbildreo  of 
Dissencers  to  tbe  beDe6t  of  a 
Qmrcb  of  Emglmmd  scbool.  And, 
opoD  af^ilkatioo  to  parliament, 
sacb  autboritj  was  granted.  The 
^iiormtf-Gemcral  v.  The  Market- 
Basmvrtk  SchooL  305 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
See  Patent,  3. 


Sl^AlLATE  ESTATE. 

Of  aesijed  oo  %.  Jem 
inr  ier  s^Ksie  ok  for 
sSl.  wtA  a  wvcr  so  ippoiot  it  bj 
frfg  ar  voL  Sbe  executed  tbe 
W  viL  z^Htii.  dut  tbe 
'  ^rvfntjwwiiocliible 
ia  par  a  !■!■■■  nj  Boce  signed 
WW.     ^ffcriTistolodL 

Page  489 

besvy  br  eamract,  but  Equity 
koUi  dot  siie  maj.  br  oootract, 
bind  her  separate  estate.  Her 
sqisiaie  estate  win  be  liable  to 
par  iBT  debc  of  bers  wbicfa  sbe 
bas  secared  br  writing.  Eqoity 
bas  ako  ktU^  that  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  be  sbewn  tbat  tbe  married 
■  Ilia  icrbaDr  promised  tbat  ber 
ddit  dioold  be  paid  out  of  ber 
aepMtfe  estate.  Ibid, 
S.  Tbe  separate  property  of  a  mar- 
ried  woman  is  not,  after  ber  dettb, 
fiable  to  pay  her  general  debts 
cither  in  tbe  case  of  ber  baring 
becB  absolutely  entitled  to  tbe 
pn^rty,  or  o(  her  having  only  a 
file  estate  with  a  power  to  dispose 
of  it  by  deed  or  will.     IbidL 

4.  The  principle  of  Courts  of  Equity 
is,  tbat,  as  regards  her  separate 
estate,  a  married  woman  is  a  ftme 
sole,  and  can  act  as  such ;  but  tbis 
is  only  so  far  as  is  consistent  witb 
tbe  other  principle,  vis.,  that  a 
married  woman  cannot  enter  into 
a  contract.    T&id. 

5.  In  the  administration  of  the  sepa- 
rate  estate  of  a  married  woman 
after  ber  decease,  the  debu  are  to 
be  paid  in  order  of  priority  and 
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not  pari  panu.     Skattock  v.  Shat- 
lock.  Page  489 

SERVANT. 

See  Winding-up,  5. 

SET-OFF. 
See  Statutb  op  Limitations,  2. 

SETTING  ASIDE  DEED. 
Deed  between  husband  and  wife  im« 
properly  obtained  from  the  hus- 
band, through  the  wife's  solicitor, 
who  took  a  benefit  under  it,  set 
aside,  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by 
such  solicitor.    Proctor  v.  Robinson, 

329 

SETTING  ASIDE  SALE. 

Sale,  by  an  old  woman  of  eighty- 
eight,  of  an  estate  in  possession 
for  one-fourth  its  value  set  aside, 
she  being  in  distress  and  without 
legal  assistance,  and  being  also 
under  the  impression  that  she 
could  not  make  out  a  good  title, 
while  the  purchaser,  knowing  that 
she  could,  concealed  the  fact  from 
her.     Summers  v.  Griffiths.         27 

SETTLEMENT. 

See  Bankruptcy,  !• 
Power  of  Sale, 
suryiyorship,  2. 

SHAREHOLDER. 
See  AcauiEsciNCB,  2. 


SHARES. 
Distinction  between  a  transfer  of 
shares  which  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  transferee,  and 
one  which  is  so  as  regards  the  com- 
pany. Re  Haford  Lead  Mining 
Company.  Page  991 

See  Allotment. 

Transfer  of  Shares. 

SHERIFF. 

See  Interpleader. 


SHIP. 

.  This  Court  cannot  decree  the 
specific  performance  of  a  charter- 
party,  but  it  can  restrain  the  parties 
from  employing  the  ship  in  a  man- 
ner inconsistent  with  the  rights 
under  a  charter-party.  Le  Blanch 
V.  Granger.  187 

,  Whether,  when  the  ship  and  owner 
are  both  in  this  country,  the  cap- 
tain can,  without  the  special  autho- 
rity of  the  owner,  charter  the  ship, 
quaere  ?  Ibid. 
See  Notice,  4. 


SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  A  solicitor  paying  off  a  mortgage 
on  his  client's  estate  is  considered 
as  acting  as  bia  agent.  fVard  v. 
Cartlar.  171 

2.  A.  B.  was  a  partner  in  a  mercan- 
tile firm,  and  was  also  a  partner  in 
a  firm  of  solicitors.  The  mercan- 
tile firm  alone  were  made  bank' 
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rupt.  Heldf  that  their  assignees 
were  not  entitled  to  the  delivery 
to  them,  by  the  firm  of  solicitors,  of 
the  papers  of  the  mercantile  firm, 
until  their  lien  on  them  had  been 
satisfied.     In  re  Moss.    Page  526. 

3.  A  solicitor  was  also  a  partner  in  a 
mercantile  firm,  which  became 
bankrupt.  Held,  that  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  mercantile  firm 
operated  as  a  discharge  of  the 
solicitors'  .clients,  so  as  to  entitle 
them  to  the  delivery  of  their  pa- 
pers, upon  terms,  before  the  satis- 
faction of  the  lien.     Ibid. 

4.  Transactions  between  solicitor  and 
client,  by  which  the  former  ob- 
tained gifVs,  and  an  undue  advan- 
tage, set  aside  and  the  securities 
ordered  to  stand  good  only  to  the 
extent  of  what  might  be  found 
justly  due  to  the  solicitor.  Gar- 
dener V,  Ennor.    Humby  v.  Moody. 

549 

5.  Though  this  Court  holds  that  it 
is  highly  improper  for  a  solicitor 
to  derive  a  personal  advantage  in 
the  shape  of  gifls  from  his  clients, 
or  in  the  shape  of  the  liquidation 
of  his  bills  untaxed  and  unde- 
livered, still  the  Court  cannot  ap- 
prove of  clients  entering  into 
transactions  with  their  solicitor, 
whereby  they  obtain  from  him 
present  relief,  and  at  the  same 
time  indulge  the  expectation  that 
the  Court  will  afterwards^  at  their 
instance,  annul  the  whole  transac- 
tion on  the  ground  of  the  relation 
subsisting  between  them.  Ibid. 
See  Setting  aside  Deed. 

Taxation. 


SPECIFICATION. 
See  Patent,  4. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 

A  testatrix,  by  her  will,  bequeathed 
both  general  and  specific  legacies, 
and  she  willed  that,  in  case  of  her 
.  personal  estate  proving  insufficient 
for  the  payment  of  her  legacies, 
then  the  deficiency  should  be  made 
up  out  of  her  real  estate.  By  a 
codicil,  she  gave  '*  all  my  personal 
estate  to  A.  C.  M."  JELeid,  that 
A,  C.  M,  took  the  whole  personal 
estate  discharged  of  the  legacies; 
and  secondly,  that  the  general 
legacies  still  remained  charged  on 
the  real  estate,  but  that  the  specific 
legacies  did  not,  and  therefore 
failed.  Kermode  v.  Macdonald. 
Page  607 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

The  Plaintiff*  agreed  to  grant  to  the 
Defendant  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
years,  with  a  right  to  re-let;  but 
he  had  only  a  term  of  twenty 
years,  and  could  not  underlet 
without  the  consent  of  his  land- 
lord. The  Defendant  repudiated 
the  contract.  The  Plaintiflf  after- 
wards filed  his  bill  for  specific 
performance,  and,  pending  the 
suit,  the  landlord  agreed  to  concur: 
— Held,  that  the  contract  could 
not  he  enforced,  and  the  bill  was 
dismissed  with  costs.  Forrer  v. 
Nash.  167 

See  Pre-emption. 
Ship,  1. 
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STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
The  Plaintiff  apprehensive  of  being 
indicted  for  bigamy  (which  it  turned 
out  he  was  not  liable  to)  conveyed 
real  property  to  the  Defendant  on 
a  parol  agreement  to  re- transfer 
when  the  difficulty  had  passed. 
On  a  bill  for  a  re-transfer,  the 
Defendant  denied  the  agreement 
and  insisted  on  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  the  trust  not  being  in 
writing.  Meld,  that  this  was  a 
case  of  fraud  and  that  the  statute 
did  not  apply.  Davies  v.  Otlif. 
(No.  2.)  Page  208 

STATUTE  OF  LLMITATIONS. 

1.  In  an  administration  suit,  the  ad- 
ministratrix and  all  the  persons 
interested  (except  one  who  was 
not  before  the  Court)  declined  to 
object  that  some  of  the  debts 
which  were  claimed  were  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
The  Court,  on  the  administratrix 
taking  the  risk,  ordered  payment 
of  such  debts.     Alston  v.  Trollope. 

466 

Z.  The  testator  held  2,000/.  belong- 
ing to  his  nephew,  on  which  for 
eight  years  he  paid  interest,  not- 
withstanding the  nephew  owed  him 
1,000/.  on  his  promissory  note. 
Though  the  nephew  had  paid  no 
interest  on  the  note,  and  had  given 
no  acknowledgment  of  the  debt : 
— Held,  that  although  the  remedy 
for  recovering  the  1,000/.  was 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tionsy  still  the  right  of  the  executors 
to  set  it  off  against  the  2,000/. 


remained.    Gee  v.  Liddcll.     (No. 
2.)  Page  629 

See  Possession* 
I 

STATUTES. 
27  Eliz.  c.  5. 

See  Voluntary  Settlement,  2. 

9  Geo,  2,  c.  36. 
See  Attestation. 
Mortmain. 

3  .^  4  miL  4,  c.  27,  *.  28. 
See  Possession. 

4^5  Will.  4,  c.  22. 
See  Apportionment. 

1  4-  2  rtct.  c.  73. 
See  Taxation. 

8  Fife/,  c.  18. 
See  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

8  4-9  Fid.  c.  18,  *.  89. 
See  Costs,  2,  5. 

12  <^  13  Ftct.  c.  106. 
See  Bankruptcy,  2. 

15  ^  16  rtct.c.S5.s.i\. 
See  Patent,  1. 

15  ^  16  yict.c.se,s.  52. 
See  Abatement. 
Revivor. 

19  <^  20  rtct.  c.  47. 
See  Company,  3. 

20^21  Vict.  c.  S5,  s.  25. 
See  Judicial  Separation. 

21  4-22  Vict.c.  108. 

See  Judicial  Separation. 

23  4-  24  Vict.  c.  145,  i.  27. 
See  Trvbtee,  1. 


698 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


STATUTES^-continued, 
U  ^  26  rtct.  c.  5$. 
See  Land  Reoistrt. 

25  ^  26  rici.  c.  89. 
See  CoMPAKY,  8. 

25  ^  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  100. 
See  Winding-dp,  1. 

25  ^  26  Vict.  c.  89,  w.  79,  80. 
See  Winding-up,  2,  3,  10,  11,  12, 
14,  15. 

25  4-  26  Vict.  c.  89,  s,  87. 
See  Winding-up,  9. 

SUBPOENA. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  decree,  a  suh' 

pcena  duces  tecum   to  produce   a 

document  at  the  hearing  does  not 

issue  as  of  course.     Chard  v.  Cox. 

Page  191 

SUBSTITUTION. 

1.  Under  a  gifl  to  parents,  with  a 
gift,  by  substitution,  to  their  chil- 
dren in  the  event  of  such  parents 
dying  leaving  issue  : — Held,  that 
to  entitle  the  children,  the  event 
must  happen  prior  to  the  period  of 
distribution.    Wood  r.  Wood.    587 

2.  A  testator  directed  his  real  estate 
to  be  sold  on  the  death  of  his 
widow,  and  the  produce  paid  to 
his  six  "  children  and  the  issue  of 
such  of  them  as  should  die  leaving 
issue,"  equally,  "  the  issue  of  such 
children  being  respectively  entitled 
amongst  them  to  such  share  only 
as  their  parents  would  have  been 
entitled  to  if  living."  The  will 
contained  a  gifl  over,  in  case  of 
any  of  the  children  dying  in  the 


testator's  **  lifetime  or  afler  his 
decease*'  without  leaving  a  child: 
— Held,  that  a  child  who  surviv^ 
the  widow  became  absolutely  en- 
titled and  that  her  children  took 
nothing.  Woodw.fTood.  Page  387 

SUCCESSION  DUTY. 

A  tenant  for  life  directed  bis  exe- 
cutors to  pay,  out  of  a  particular 
fund,  his  pecuniary  legacies  and 
annuities,  "  and  tbe  legacy  and 
succession  duty  payable  for  tbe 
same  or  in  consequence  of  bis 
death" : — Held,  that  the  successioo 
duty  payable  by  tbe  next  remain- 
derman, under  a  prior  settlement 
and  in  respect  of  family  estates 
not  devised,  was  charged  on  the 
fund.  Earl  Poulett  v.  Hood.     254 

2.  Legacy  and  not  succession  doty 
held  payable  on  the  produce  of  an 
estate  of  a  teatator  sold  by  trus- 
tees. Earl  Home  v.  Earl  of  Lick- 
JUU.  570 

See  Evidence,  2. 
Legacy  Duty. 

8UPPRESSIO  VERL 
See  Vendor  and  Pu»CHASfiB«  5; 

SURVIVOR. 
The  words  ^<  survivors  and  survivor*' 
of  parents  construed  strictly,  sl- 
tboi^h  the  children  of  some  of 
them  took  an  interest  in  remain- 
der. Re  Uiticke.  558 
See  SuRviYOESHip. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 
1  •  Under  a  bequest  to  two  aucceadvelj 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  sur- 
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vivors  of  a  elaM  : — Held^  that  the 
sarYivorship  had  reference  to  the 
death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life. 
R^  Fox's  WHL  Page  163 

S.  On  the  marriage  of  A.  and  B., 
personalty  was  limited  to  them  for 
their  lives,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor,  '*  leaving  one  or 
more  child  or  children  then  living," 
on  trust  "for  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children"  of  A.  and  B, 
as  B.  should  by  will  appoint,  and, 
in  default  of  appointment,  '*  upon 
trust  for  all  and  every  such  child 
and  children"  equally.  Held,  that, 
to  entitle  a  child  to  take  in  default 
of  appointment,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary that  he  should  survive  his 
parents.  In  re  Graiwick's  Settle- 
meni,  215 

3.  The  meaning  of  the  word  "  sur- 
vive," in  a  limitation  of  property, 
is,  that  the  person  to  survive  shall 
be  living  at  the  time  of  the  event 
which  he  is  to  survive ;  it  does  not 
mean  living  at  any  time  whatever 
after  the  event  referred  to.  Con- 
sequently, a  gifb  over,  if  there 
should  be  no  child  or  remoter 
issue  of  ^.  B,  who  should  survive 
the  testator  and  A,  B.,  and  should 
live  to  attain  twenty-one,  is  not 
void  for  remoteness.  Oee  v.  Lid- 
delL    (No.  4.)  658 

See  Survivor. 


TAXATION. 
I.  Twelve  months  afler  payment  of 
a  bill  of  costs  by  trustees  to  their 
solicitor  it  cannot  be  taxed,  under 


the  1  &  2  Vkt,  c.  73,  upon  the 
application  of  their  cestui  que  trust. 
Re  Press  and  Tnskip,  Page  34 
2.  In  ordering  the  taxation  of  a  bill 
claimed  against  two  persons,  the 
Court  gave  both  liberty  to  ques- 
tion the  retainer,  and  directed  the 
Taxing  Master  to  distinguish  by 
and  to  whom  each  sum  found  due 
was  to  be  paid.     Re  KUton.     360 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 
A  sole  trader,  by  his  will,  gave  *'  the 
annual  or  other  earnings,  proceeds 
and  profits  to  arise  from  his  busi- 
ness," to  one  for  Kfe,  with  re- 
mainder over.  Held,  that,  in 
ascertaining  these  proceeds  and 
profits,  interest  on  his  capital  in 
his  business  was  not  to  be  first 
deducted.   GeeY.LiddelL  (No.  3.) 

631 
See  Capital, 

Tenant  for  Lips  and  Re- 
mainderman. 
Timber* 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE  AND 
REMAINDERMAN. 

1.  Rents  and  royalties  of  brickfields, 
one  of  which  bad  been  leased  by 
the  testator  and  the  other  by  the 
trustees  of  his  will  under  a  power, 
held  to  belong  to  the  tenant  for 
life.     Earl  Cowley  v.  Wellesley. 

638 

2.  The  prodoce  of  gravel,  loam,  &c., 
sold  by  the  trustees  according  to 
the  course  pursued  by  the  testator, 
held  income  and  not  corpus.    Ibid, 

639 

3.  Fines  for  admission  received  by 
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the  trustees  of  a  raanor  upon  grants 
of  parts  of  the  waste,  held  to  be- 
long to  the  tenant  for  life.  Earl 
Conley  v.  Wellesley.         Page  640 

4.  Preliminary  fines  received  on  en- 
franchising copyholds  by  reason  of 
the  admission  having  taken  place 
before  Jiufyy  1853,  as  is  mentioned 
in  the  Copyhold  Act,  1852  (15  & 
16  Vict.  c.  51),  held  to  belong  to 
the  tenant  for  life.     Ibid,  641 

5.  Expense  of  fencing  waste  lands 
of  a  manor  granted  to  a  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  held 
payable  out  of  corpus*     Ibid. 

6.  Costs  of  trustees  of  rendering  the 
necessary  accounts  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  succession  duty  in 
respect  of  the  life  estate,  held  pay- 
able by  the  tenant  for  life.    Ibid. 

642 

TERiM. 

See  Merger. 

TIMBER. 

1.  The  owner  of  woodlands  had  been 
accustomed,  every  year,  to  cut 
about  one-twelfth  of  the  under- 
wood and  also  such  of  the  trees 
on  the  same  ground  as  were  likely 
to  obstruct  and  prejudice  the 
growth  of  the  timber : — Held,  that 
the  tenant  for  life  under  his  will 
was  entitled  to  the  produce  both 
of  the  underwood  and  trees  cut 
according  to  that  custom.  Earl 
Cowley  V.  Wellesley.  6S5 

2.  The  trustees  of  a  will  felled  some 
trees  in  the  woodlands  for  the  pur- 
pose of  improving  the  growth  of 
those  remaining,  but   during  the 


testator's  lifetime  the  trees  had  not 
been  thinned: — Held^  as  between 
tenant  for  life  and  remaindermaUi 
that  the  produce  was  capital  and 
not  income.  Earl  Cowley  v.  IfW- 
lesley.  Page  635 

TITLE. 
See  Specific  Performance. 
Venix>r  and  Purchaser,  2. 

TRANSFER. 

See  Shares. 

TRANSFER  OF  SHARES. 

1.  By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a 
company,  shares  might  be  trans- 
ferred to  any  person  approved  by 
the  court  of  directors  ;  but  it  pro- 
vided that  no  person  should  be  en- 
titled to  become  a  transferee  unless 
and  until  he  should  be  approved 
of  by  the  Court : — Held,  that  the 
power  of  rejection  must  be  exer- 
cised reasonably,  and  that  a  refusal 
to  make  any  transfer  would  not  be 
a  reasonable  exercise  of  it.  Ro- 
binson  and  The  Alliance  Bank  v. 
The  Chartered  Bank  of  India^  Sfc, 

79 

2.  A  general  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed 
by  a  shareholder  against  directors, 
who  had  a  discretionary  power  of 
objecting  to  a  transferee,  to  compel 
them  to  approve  of  a  transfer  to 
some  proper  person,  overruled,  the 
bill  alleging,  in  substance,  that  they 
had  refused  to  make  any  transfer 
at  all.    Ibid. 

TRUST. 
1.  Money  which  was  standing  in  the 
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funds  in  the  name  of  a  married 
woman,  was  claimed  after  her  de- 
cease and  that  of  her  husband,  by 
her  mother,  as  having  been  in- 
vested by  her  while  separated 
from  her  husband  in  her  daughter's 
name.  The  only  evidence  of  the 
trust  was  the  affidavit  of  the 
mother  and  proof  that  the  divi- 
dends had  been  received  by  her 
with  the  assent  of  the  daughter 
and  her  husband.  The  Court  held 
the  claim  of  the  mother  estab- 
lished. Down  V.  Ellis.  Page  578 
2.  A  testator  bequeathed  2,000/.  on 
certain  trusts,  and  he  empowered 
his  executor,  who  was  also  his 
residuary  legatee,  to  retain  the 
amount  in  his  hands  uninvested, 
he  pacing  interest  thereon.  After 
the  testator's  death,  the  executor, 
being  satisfied  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  bequeath  3,000/.,  and 
not  2,000/.,  promised  to  make  it 
up  d,000/. ;  he  made  no  investment, 
but  continued  to  pay  interest  on 
the  3,000/.  to  his  death  :—//e/(/, 
that  there  was  a  complete  volun- 
tary trust  as  to  the  additional 
1,000/.,  which  this  Court  would 
enforce.    Gee  v.  Liddell.  (No.  1.) 

621 
See  Mortgage,  1. 

Notice,  1,  2. 
Statute  of  Frauds. 
Voluntary  Gift. 

TRUSTEE. 

1.  A  testator  appointed  A.  B,  (the 

tenant  for  life)  and  C  Z).  trustees. 

The  will  contained  no  power   to 

appoint  new  trustees.  C,  D.  having 


disclaimed,  A.B,  (under  the  powers 
of  the  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  145,  s.  27), 
appointed  a  single  trustee  in  his 
place : — Held^  that  the  other  cet" 
iuis  que  trust  were  entitled  to  have 
a  third  trustee  appointed,  and  that 
the  statute  did  not  take  away  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  in- 
crease the  original  number  of  trus- 
tees. The  Viscountess  UAdhemar 
V.  Bertrand,  Page  19 

2.  Trustees  under  a  creditors'  deed, 
in  the  Form  D.  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  realized  the  assets,  but  the 
deed  afterwards  proved  invalid 
(the  requisite  number  of  creditors 
not  having  assented  to  it)  and  the 
debtor  was  made  bankrupt : — Held^ 
that  the  trustees  were  not  entitled 
to  their  costs  and  expenses  of 
administering  the  estate,  the  deed 
under  which  they  acted  being 
totally  void.     Smith  v.  Dresser. 

378 

3.  The  right  of  a  trustee  to  be  in- 
demnified out  oi  the  trust  pro- 
perty is  the  first  charge  thereon, 
and  it  has  priority  to  any  charge 
created  upon  it  by  the  cestuis  que 
trust.  And,  consequently,  ^he 
right  of  a  trustee  of  a  public  com- 
pany to  be  indemnified  out  of  the 
property  has  priority  over  the 
debenture  creditors.  Re  The  Ex" 
hall  Coal  Company  (Limited).  Re 
BleckUy.  449 

4.  A  trustee  employed  a  solicitor  to 
invest  trust  money.  The  solicitor, 
who  was  steward  of  the  manor, 
sent  to  the  trustee  some  title  deeds 
and  a  copy  of  a  surrender  of  copy- 
holds to  secure  the  trust  money. 


rot 
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but  misapplying  the  tra»t  money  ; 
the  pretended  gurrender  bad  really 
no  existence.  Meld,  that  the 
trustee  was  liable  to  make  good  the 
loss*  Bostockv.Floyer.  Page  603 
See  CoFYUoirns. 

Fines. 

Powaa  TO  APPOINT  New  Trus- 
tees. 

TRUSTEE  ACT. 
See  Copyholds. 


ULTRA  VIRES. 
See  Company,  2. 

UNCERTAINTY. 

1.  By  his  will,  the  testator  gave  his 
residue  amongst  his  nephews  and 
nieces,  excluding  '*Jokn*'  Shutt. 
By  a  codicil,  he  varied  the  limita- 
tion to  this  class,  and  excluded 
"  miliam*'  Shutt  "as  in  his  said 
will  was  directed."  Held,  that  the 
exclusion  was  void  for  uncertainty, 
and  that  they  both  took  a  share. 
Cope  V.  Hensham,  420 

2.  A  testator  devised  to  each  of  his 
four  daughters  a  house  and  garden 
at  6.,  to  be  built  at  the  expense  of 
his  executors.  A  daughter  M,, 
requiring  the  house,  one  was  built 
with  a  garden  by  Z).,  the  executor, 
who  was  also  residuary  legatee  and 
devisee : — Held,  after  the  death  of 
Z).,  that  tl>e  gift  was  not  void,  and 
that  M.  was  entitled  to  the  house 
and  garden.  Edwardes  v.  Jones. 
(No.  ft.)  474 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  After  some  negociations,  a  land- 
lord, by  his  agent,  atated,  in  a 
letter  to  the  tenant,  the  terms  on 
which  he  would  renew  hia  lease, 
but  added,  he  would  expect  an 
answer  within  a  month*  The  land- 
lord died  seven  days  afterwards, 
and  on  the  following  day,  the  tenant 
and  agent,  both  of  whom  were  then 
ignorant  of  the  death,  met,  and  the 
tenant  signed  his  acceptance  of  the 
terms: — Held,  that  there  was  no 
binding  contract.  Carr  v.  Leving* 
ston.  Page  41 

^  Where  a  person  sells  property 
which  he  is  neither  able  to  convey 
or  to  enforce  a  conveyance  from 
other  proper  parties,  the  purchaser 
may  repudiate  the  contract,  and 
is  not  bound  to  wait  to  see  if  the 
vendor  can  induce  some  third  per- 
son to  join  in  making  a  good  title. 
Forrer  v.  Nash.  167 

S,  The  doctrine  of  tuppressio  veri 
applied  to  a  purchaser.  Summers 
V.  Griffiths.  27 

See  Affidayit  of  Docuvents. 

Building  Land, 

Evidence,  S. 

Lien. 

Rescinding  Contract. 

Reversion. 

Sale  under  Court. 

Setting  aside  D:eed. 

Specific  Performance. 

VENDOR'S  LIEN 
1.  The  owners  of  land  taken  by 
public  companies  under  their  com- 
pulsory powers  have  the  ordinary 
vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchase- 
money,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
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enforce  that  right  by  &  sale  of  the 
land.  Walker  v.  The  fTare,  ^-c, 
Railway  Company.  Page  52 

2.  This  lien  extends  not  only  to  the 
valne  of  the  land,  but  also  to  the 
amount  of  compensation  for  da- 
mages.    Ibid. 

S.  This  right  of  lien  is  unaflfected  by 
the  deposit  under  the  85th  section 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  and  by  a  deposit,  by  agree- 
ment, before  the  amount  payable 
has  been  ascertained.     Ibid. 

4.  The  rights  of  the  public,  and  of 
debenture  creditors  and  others 
claiming  under  the  company  are 
subordinate  to  the  vendor's  lien 
for  unpaid  purchase-money.  Ibid. 
See  Lien. 

Marshalling. 

VESTRY. 
See  Right  of  Way,  1. 

VOLUNTARY  DEED. 

The  construction  of  and  the  rights 
and  incidents  under  a  voluntary 
deed,  if  bond  fide  and  valid^  are  the 
same  at  of  a  deed  for  value. 
Dickinson  ▼•  BurrdL  257 

VOLUNTARY  GIFT. 

1.  A  person  voluntarily  gave  his 
promissory  note  to  trustees  for  his 
natural  child,  and  deposited  with 
them  the  title-deeds  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  into  efiect  his  in- 
tention as  to  the  promissory  note: 
— Held,  that  a  valid  trust  had  been 
created.   /Arthur  v.  Clarkson.   458 

2.  Distinction  between  enforcing  the 


performance  of  a  complete  volun- 
tary trust  and  enforcing  the  com- 
pletion of  an  incomplete  one.  Gee 
v.  Liddell.  (No.  1.)         Page  621 

VOLUNTARY    SETTLEMENT. 

1.  The  principle  of  this  Court,  esta- 
blished by  a  great  number  of  cases, 
is,  that  it  will  not  interfere  be- 
tween volunteers  (in  the  legal  sense 
of  the  term),  but  will  leave  them 
to  their  remedy  at  law,  whatever 
that  may  be.  The  Court  will 
neither,  at  the  instance  of  the  donor 
who  repents  his  gift,  cause  the 
deed  of  gifl  to  be  delivered  up, 
nor  will  it,  at  the  instance  of  the 
donee,  interfere  to  complete  an 
imperfect  deed  of  gift.  De 
Hoghton  V.  Money.  98 

2.  A  purchaser  for  value  of  real 
estate  cannot  come  into  the  Court 
of  Chancery  to  have  a  prior  vo- 
luntary deed,  void  under  the  27th 
Eliz.  c.  5,  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled. The  Court,  in  such  a  case, 
leaves  both  parties  to  their  legal 
rights  and  remedies.     Ibid. 

3.  A.  B.  entered  into  a  voluntary 
agreement  as  to  a  leasehold  with 
C.  D.,  and  he  afterwards  contracted 
to  sell  it  to  E,  F.  for  valuable  con- 
sideration : — Held,  that  a  suit  by 
E.  F.  against  A,  B,  and  C.  /).,  to 
have  the  rights  of  the  parties  de- 
clared and  the  voluntary  agree- 
ment cancelled,  could  not  be 
maintained.     Ibid. 

VOLUNTARY  TRUST. 
See  Tedst,  2. 

Voluntary  Gift. 
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WILL. 

'*  Effects"  held  to  be  ejusdem  generis, 
and  not  to  apply  to  real  estate. 
Cross  V.  IFilks.  Page  562 

See  Act  of  Parliament. 

Capital. 

Charge  on  Real  Estate. 

Class. 

Condition. 

Contingent  Legacy. 

Conversion. 

Corpus  and  Income. 

Description. 

Devise. 

Disjunctive. 

Family  Trust. 

Forfeiture,  1. 

Heirs. 

Hospital. 

Lapse. 

Marshalling. 

Merger. 

Miscalculation. 

Money. 

Mortgage^  2. 

PoWENi 

Precatory  Trust. 
Recital. 
Remoteness. 
Right  Heirs. 
Satisfaction. 
Substitution. 
Succession  Duty. 
Survivor. 
Survivorship. 
Tenant  for  Life. 
Tenant  for  Life   and  Re- 
mainderman. 
Trust,  2. 
Trustee,  1. 
Uncertainty. 


WINDING-UP. 

1.  The  Court  will  not,  under  the  25 
&  ft6  ricL  c.  89,  s.  100,  make  an 
order  ex  parte  for  the  delivery  over 
of  documents  by  the  manager  of 
a  company  to  the  Official  Liqui- 
dator. In  re  The  Commercial  Union 
Wine  Company.  Page  35 

2.  The  fact  of  a  company  having 
neglected  to  pay  a  debt  three  weeks 
after  demand  made,  under  the 
25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  ss.  79,  80,  is 
not  suflficient  to  entitle  the  creditor 
to  a  winding-up  order,  unless  it  be 
shown  that  the  company  is  also 
unable  to  pay  its  debts.  Where  a 
debt  is  disputed  by  a  company,  a 
petition  by  the  creditor  to  wind  it 
up  will  not  be  allowed  to  stand 
over,  unless  it  is  believed  that  when 
the  debt  has  been  established  by 
a  judgment,  such  judgment  could 
not  be  enforced  against  the  com- 
pany. Re 'The  London  IVharfing 
4'  Warehousing  Company  (Limited), 

37 

3.  The  provisions  in  the  25  &  26 
Vict.  c.  89,  ss.  79,  80,  for  winding 
up  a  company,  in  defauk  of  its  pay- 
ing a  debt  three  weeks  after  notice, 
do  not  apply  where  there  is  a  bond 

Jide  dispute  as  to  the  amount  due, 
though  there  may  be  an  admitted 
debt  exceeding  50/.  Re  The 
Brighton  Club  and  Norfolk  Hotel 
Company  {Limited),  204 

4.  The  Court  cannot  direct  payment, 
in  full,  to  a  clerk  in  a  company 
which  is  being  wound  up  of  three 
months'  arrears  of  salary,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  bankruptcy,  but  he  must 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


705 


come  in  pari  patsu  with  the  other 
creditors  of  the  company.  Re 
The  General  Rolling  Stock  Com- 
pany (Limited),  Page  St07 

5.  The  order  to  wind  up  a  company 
is  notice  to  the  servants  of  the 
company  of  their  discharge  from  its 
service.     Ibid, 

6.  During  a  voluntary  winding  up, 
an  action  having  heen  brought 
against  the  Company  on  bills  of 
exchange,  the  Court  stayed  exe- 
cution only,  and  directed  the  costs 
to  be  added  to  the  debt.  The 
Peninsular,  S^c,  Banking  Company. 

280 

7.  Rules  as  to  costs  upon  petitions 
to  wind  up  public  companies. 
When  the  Court  makes  no  order 
on  a  petition  to  wind  up,  the  share- 
holders supporting  it  get  no  costs, 
and  the  shareholders  resisting  it 
get  no  costs  unless  personally  as- 
sailed. But  when  the  Court  makes 
the  winding-up  order,  the  share- 
holders or  creditors  supporting  it 
get  one  set  of  costs  between  them. 
Re  The  Number  Iron  Works  Com- 
pany, 346 

8.  Under  a  winding  up  of  a  com- 
pany, a  party  claiming  as  a  cre- 
ditor must  either  submit  to  pro- 
duce all  documents  in  his  posses- 
sion relating  to  his  claim,  or  it 
will  be  disallowed.  Re  The  Con- 
stantinople and  /Alexandra  Hotel 
Company,  849 

9.  Liberty  to  a  mortgagee,  pending 
a  winding  up,  to  institute  a  suit 
for  foreclosure  refused,  there  being 
no  special  difficulty,  and  it  being 
competent  to  him  to  obtain  the 
VOL.  XXXV — IV. 


proper  order  in  Chambers  without 

the  necessity  of  a  suit.     In  re  Sl 

Cuthbert  Lead  Smelting  Company, 

Page  384 

10.  The  words  "just  and  equitable 
that  the  company  should  be  wound 
up"  in  the  5th  rule  of  the  79th 
section  of  '*  The  Companies  Act, 
1 862,"  are  to  be  considered  ejutdem 
generis  with  the  four  prior  rules. 
In  re  The  Anglo-Greek  Steam 
Navigation  and  Trading  Company 
(Limited).  399 

11.  If  it  were  established  that  a 
company  never  had  any  proper 
foundation,  and  that  it  was  a  mere 
fraud  or  bubble  company,  the 
Court  would  order  it  to  be  wound 
up.     Ibid, 

12.  Misconduct  of  directors  and 
manager  towards  the  shareholders, 
though  a  ground  for  relief  by  suit, 
is  not,  until  such  mismanagement 
has  produced  insolvency,  a  ground 
for  winding  up  the  company.    Ibid, 

13.  The  first  appearance  of  the  ad- 
vertisement to  wind  up  a  company 
determines  the  position  of  all  the 
shareholders,  but  up  to  that  time 
it  is  open  to  them  to  deal  exactly 
as  if  the  company  were  not  about 
to  be  wound  up,  provided  the 
transaction  be  bond  fidt.  In  re 
London,  Hamburg,  ^c.,  Bank, 
Emmerson's  Case,     Toombs*  Case, 

518 

14.  A.  sold  shares  in  a  company  to 
B,,  both  being  ignorant  at  the  time 
that  a  petition  had  been  presented 
to  wind  up  the  company,  and  upon 
which  an  order  was  subsequently 
made : — Held,  that  notwithstanding 

z  z 
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the  84th  and  114th  sections  of 
•*  The  Companies  Act,  1 862,"  there 
was  a  valid  and  binding  sale.  In 
re  London^  Hamburgh  ^c.^  Bank. 
Emmerton's  Case,  Toombs'  Case, 
Page  518 
15.  Under  the  above  circumstances 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that 
he  had  authority  under  that  act  to 
deal  with  the  case,  and  he  placed 
the  purchaser  on  the  list  in  lieu  of 
the  vendor,  whose  name  had  re- 
mained on  the  register.  The  Lords 
Justices  concurred  in  thinking  that 


the  Court  had  such  authority,  but 
field  that  the  circumstances  were 
such  that  the  Court  could  not 
specifically  perform  the  contract. 
In  re  London,  Hamburgh  ^c.  Bank, 
Emmerson*s  Case.  Toombs  Case. 
Page  518 
16.  Practice  as  to  appointing  Pro- 
visional Liquidators.  Ibid. 
See  Affidavit. 

Company,  1. 

Contributory. 

Costs,  7. 
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